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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


'TTTrf fHcfcTT 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


■farT M^lcHd 
(TTHT^faWT) 

( tji'ti)<4 yrnST «t»3 ®i)^ ) 

7 i feHt, 8 2006 

( 3Ii<UeM ) 

^T 3LT. 64,-^f^ 3^777 1961 (1961 

R7 43 ) ( 3TFt 777 atfsrfWT 7Sf>T W t) 7T) 9KT 80 fl °FT 
7l) 77- 7T7 (4) ^ 777 (iii) ^Rl TI^T ^iPwRf 77 h4Im 7R7 
Yjr, y<cbK 7 1 3rtcT, 1997 ^ sl'M 7*7 
3 ! Et 4, 2002 73) -HHIR! ^ TTTlt 3T7f7 7^ fd7 ERsTT 77.3TT. 

] 93(30,^^30^, 1999 ^#^ cT«JT 1 3T$B, 1997 ^ 
^ F07 7*7 31 71^, 2006 77 ERT7T 3T7fa ^ WH 
74.3T1. 354( 31), RilTo 1 37^7, 2002 7^ “7117 RT3771 

c| | f»M 3TR T^JFT M4ld J 4 ( 7^7 3fR feWT) 

77f 3lRE|xRT3ff £R1 '311 ill Pi 3-- 7T7v TPl Rib'll PlfUn sfR 


srfsrcjfacT Tit t; 


3^, TROTH 




fTHTl TP), ^RT^-302005 3 t, sRP^d TftTT T7H W, 
■q^P:, TBlTKfR-342004 7 RTF TTT^ 711 P^Hrl 

7R TFl t; 


3lR 7^ TRUR 3 ^T? 3lfSR£77T ^ 3PJSPJ tf 

■dPcdRiUl ?Tfff 7^ ST# 3 ! 7tfaF7 7 s 7T 7#7 ETTHH 7F RdO- 
13-12-2005 ^ 77 TT. 15/115/2005-3TTf 7T 31^ 
3RpR 777 3^)0 |<b 717^ 3^Rfl f737T t; 


317 ^PdU. 777 3TfafWT 7^ *77 80 fl 71 7f) 77-W7 
(4) ^ WS (iii) ^K1 BfTTTt 77 77(7 9337 7^ 

TE773 Ild^g RI 777 ( iii) ^ 77 BBt 4 -^Mfw W ^ 

^TflTTB 7^ 

7iK9T(7 T 9 rdPM/4 , ^71 Rb-PMcI 771 3^3^17 77 ydlPdd 
f77^ Bf 3# 777 77717 7^ 3lf^^ci 77?ft t I 


35 G1/2007 
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to m k tori tfstcsift to 

^dto to fdPto, SRI aft4i)Pl+ 

Ml«6 J lpda PhU, >311'l ^ y^M PfcMI *1^1 t? ! 


1. (i) 3iWtPl<*> aHSbH n>T dTR 


tomtotototofe 
nrplttTR IdlHcs 


(ii) MWlfafl mm 


(iii) aftklPl't) 91=6 n>T 

stom 

(iv) ywifcld +l4+dN : 


W.H 

tok, toju 


TRTWFT -342004 
: 49.92 W^. 


T3T=T 3TTf FfrfTT FW 3fteItPl<*> <w4«bdW 3RT 


Rn arr 3 ift tom 



Pnn<«i 

Mn aifnFT imm 


tot 


m 2 to 3 

~ 

- 

fnfnto 


✓ \ ji _3r ... ...,-Vn, .a r* 

(v) armtrnni BMnm m tmR : 

ywton antontn to 
mr nfton 

100% 

(vi) ntoftonr mmtn ^ fto > 
fnnfftn to ^ tornn 

Tjm 

(vii) atotftor Tjfto nft 

TTjn?m torn 

30^ 

(viii) y«ilfq<i ^m fnto ("toT : 
min k‘) 

380.00 mmr 

(ix) atotfnnr mtotn ^ Imn 

fnfkn T«nn m fnto 
(to mm; k) 

7H 

(x) amrtonrmm ttom m : 

195.31 mm 


fnto torf 3 ? l tilfi i » 
atot*i n» Rrn< Pif$<i ^*fln 
m fi4*! kt VIlPHd t 
(Tifkr to; k) 

(xi) afkltto to ^ mV i 31-12-2005 

tomtfto 

2. ton aflsiiPH) to m ammnnT tom m ^jnrnr 
Ptoi n[m Hkktoi cim in nf 50% k nm niff ton I to 

atotfto to mt tortto totn to fmn ton mm w 
wi t, to Tito k afiatlM* to fnton to tot mnm 

dfto ^q-HV^ii m ^iOH Tark qjci MRkMii ciimci 

to 60% k nm tot' to i 

3. 3m tom tom k Tto (Tito irsm ton), 
^idto tokm, ^tkn mm ton Tjfton, toto tonto, 
fn^n 3A1K4 to Itom, mnr^mn nnr to arm toto tot 


tom to to i tot fnnfcto 


RSf q|pu|[^qctl k aHd^f nm| nto 1? I 


4 . Into i tor, 2002 tot nn.an. 354 ( ar) to tomr 
6 to mr-torarm ( 75 ) k fnto mton to tom (2) k 
aftrmfton tots* n>*>d s>mn? ftokt afttotkmi hi to to Pdn Pi4n 
toHto to nn 50% k aifnm ton ton to tokt 1 
totamk ftokt nn anm n^r nr nm k srfto im 
amm toto mr nmjn to totmn to to toft aimn n*n 
fton 'tie'll k ^ i 


5 , 3TmTm artoto, tok’ ftoft fnto toto to 

sremr triton ffto to ar«mr nm mm n^n "toft nrjn ^ 
aton ftoto toft tommn ^ sm ftoft wa fnto 
3T«mT atfntot mton fnto kf toto f, tot ngn ntfn n*n 
ntonaff ^ ar^iR ar^n k fto wmiT 1 

6. w to^nm ^ to Kvii) k toifto tom n 
$«h i $4 t f ^ stotto to k artonn to m nwn nt nn 
atofwr m 3ton tr mm wn nt Tito 1 1 


7. ktoipmmn 
<^imRvh ftoto, nn ton ^ ton totlto to nn 

ynidn to ton to ton k armnnc arfnfwi, 1961 nk 
nm 80^ nr nft rm-nm (4) ^ t^§ (iii) ^ aiton mm 
to to 11 


8. to nnn totto to % ato tokto arfnrmnT 
%% i(xi) kfntoftork^tok^nmTtom to nf 

aim^RaiPtom, 1961 nft nm 80 ^nrnftnn-nm 4 (iii) 
^ aton mm wn <to to totfto to tomr, 2002 
^ aiton nm d^MKH nrm nmn atom to 1 


9. nn ar^to ai^n ton a?k tof TDmrnn to 
^r^d tomto to totofn tofton 1m., to 
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fsRTpft 3T«(FrfT =fft «ft TFF 'ft ?Vn, 

^ : 

(i) 3TT#^ FF SHFR FI ^ «<«bK ■gTRf 

sfjfKr w faFfi ffi f, 3 fotc 

RJ5R1 31FFT *foVF TPBERW 7£FFT 1 

(ii) 

f^fqr a^jq^ fefRft 3FF <5HsfcF F* FIF 'tf M3<r) 

lift y<^H f«bFt fft Ft i 

10. Fft ^FT^ IPRFIF ^ ’t^WVfe W 

?^Jh£ife f>! , #ff !Wf£s,hf#f) 
sfoalfi'ER FF& FF TFTeTF 3tfk ST^WF fa'Ft anshH 
(3*8^ sftfcft Fq«F) Fit *wirff<ci err ^«i«i4»<il sfcc 
sftfFft FF^FF ’sSTcTRTrF ^ft fHR 3W WEflf sftl -FFfteft <*M*F 
eft pHmiftci cfrr Fft i# fff glteiiPws 1 fl'stFFi qfaqicK 
aflatffrft fHf aflr tMf ftF?F, f#f fff, f£ ft^ft-11 Fft 
d^milcfcn wifft ffire Fft ^gpw ff ^ Rjfoff Fftft i 

11. w SlftB^FFI ft FftvffecT ‘5'Tcft ^ft FW-FW 4silPl«b 
FTcfc RFTfa, 2002 ft •Sflfcra FF FIF? F>T S^ITHF FH awfi? ^ 
■^ff ftfJFi "suft FiffF, faflft ■pf W)f °ft 3ftft?t itf ftft 
ftrtTWfftt I "aft^ RK<=BR <JM^«ki 3F|ftftF Fft FTFF it 'FFFft 
f Fft ft^fft FFTIFTF T& ^F<fl ^c*dN^fe ft? $-<Wft<i 

cbiqft^R ftffftfe, ^FTJI ftvftt ftt ?lft Ft ^^MfeR ft 3TW9i?[ 

71TFI 1?l 

12. ^ FRFvR "sft sr-fiftF ^ft fftFi W? ft 

ftfJFT FF! Fftf Ft ftsff)*TF ®WT Fftf 1 ®? ft* FFT FTFFT 3TFFT 
ftvft) FfF F*F FFiT F*[FTFF FvCft "ft 3TlftFF> FH 3TFFF>FT T5FT, 
aftalPw Flft> Fft 3T3^<R Fft FFI ^FT I 

[3Tf*F£5RU 365/2006/FF. F. 178/28/2006- STT.^fH. -13 

^tF3R F7t, 3RR Ff5(F 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 8th December, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 64 .—Whereas the Central Government in 

exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 


sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
has framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Paik, at Industrial 
Area, Stone Park, Mandore, Jodhpur, Rajasthan-342004; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/115/2005-IP & ID dated 13-12-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an 
Industrial Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the : Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development and 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Industrial Area, Stone Park 
Mandore, Jodhpur 
Rajasthan-342 004 


(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


49.92 Acres. 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code 


Description 


Section 


Division 


Group 
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(v) Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

(vin) Total investments proposed : 

(Amount m Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built-up space : 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 

D c v c 1 o p m c n t i n e 1 u d i n g 
invest meat on built-up space 
tor industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposer! dale of : 

Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50L ol the total project cost. In (he ease of an Industrial 
Park w hich provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure dexclopmcnt 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60' •<’ of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as arc for common use for industrial 
activity which arc identifiable and arc provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of 
$. 0.354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2002. shall tveupy more 
than lilty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an 
Industrial Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate 
and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central Tax Law s. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that lor Foreign 
Direct Investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 


benefits under clause (tii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 
80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para I(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if: 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation of some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(u) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
w hich approval has already been accorded m 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In ease M/s. Rajasthan Stale Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.c.. transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.c., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance. 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion. Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-!! along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between (lie transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2 
should be adhered to during the period for which bend its 
under this scheme arc to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in ease 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development anil 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
w ith any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan w ithout 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 365/2006/F. No. 178/28/2006-ITA-11 
DEEP A K GARG, Under Secy. 

T? fWL 8 f77Tc?L 2006 
( aimsFTT) 

cFT.3T. 6S.-^3fa atfqfWT, 196! (1961 TT 

43) (^f 3TPt T5RT ^Fl T2T K) TT £TRT 


100% 

Nil 

30 Units 
Rs. 380.00 lakhs 
Ni! 

Rs. 195.31 lakhs 

31-12-200? 
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80 1TTO to TO-9T4T (4) 9> to (iii) "SKI MTOl todd! TO 
tot9 dto fl, to 4T4TOT4 3 1 3Tta, 1997 3 ^ ^FR d«TI 
31 9T^f, 2002 to 4T9T9T to 9Teft 349f9 dt TTTsTO TOT. TO. 
193(34) fTOTTO 30 9T^, 1999 ^ to* 991 1 ®fc\, 1997 3 
dto d9T 31 9to 2006 to 449T9T 349f9 dt to 
^R§m TO, TO. 354(34), P^lTO 1 34to, 2002 ^ tol 9I4d 
fR^,S< d|pJ[ TO to totd Hdletd ( to 4T9to 

f^fWl) to 3lf94J9dto £T41 tojtfdTO 9T9^ to toldT PlPfd 
3^4 TOfd^to to4?; 

3414, dWP*, toftf 4T94 : 9Td 4^3 §spr^el ^qeitoi RF 
-^^irLliri TOMTOM lelPHei-S Pd4idi1 dddfcTd 3 to 

to, ftoTO 9Fp WJ 4-302005 3i, {<&&*& ito torero 

TT^eTOl, dTOR, 4T949Td 9 RTO 3^ to TO 9Tdt TO ftod44 TO4 

TFT I; 

to, 9T9fTO, to; 444TOT4 ^ ?9 34f9*£>=HI dfr 34339 9 
■sfTOffecl TOdf TO 3TTOd 9lftoT 4T«4T dtol 99M9 TO ^ 
24 04-2006 ^ 99 44. 15/190/2005-39^ 9t RF 341^ "Ft 9? 
3RFfd dTO tolP T TO 9to 31^'lRd fTOTO t; 


343, gRpeR dTO 34f9fd99 to 9T4T 80 fTTO to d9- 
*4T4T (4) ^ 4dF (iii) dT4T 9991 VlPkto TO 9to TOOt 19:, 
^44, Rdffi Tl ddd 4sTF (iii) ^ 99pto tolPlTO 
9TTO TO ^9 9 ^444$ 4T949Td to IsfTTOTO IF 

TO79T47Td PelPto, TORJT ^T4T StoPeia d9T 34!4f*tfd 
TT^‘ y^ipHd fdR TO 41 TOd 44P to 34p94jfdd <*>4dt t I 

34^4 

-fror 94 9T4d 4T4TOT4 % "totf 44d4TOd 4TO FlfRRTO 

■qr^ to; to tl 34 itod w tor t 


1. (i) sftefto TOTTOR TO TOT 


(ii) 3T44Tlf^d 4*4H 


(iii) sftoto to TO toddl 

(iv) ywiP^d 


4TTOSTH to P^pTOTO 
toTOTTOis tororo 
tomT^m toto, 

Fiftorto, 
firraTOi itottoh, 
TOT34 , TTOTOTO 
67.92 dTOF 


TJ^T 34rf 44t 44f^dI ^ 44TW 341^1 Pi«S «t,i4c^HN TO 4«TTO4 


TR 34if 44t todl 



PclcR'J| 

TOT 44 34^919 9949 

4R1 

tort 


94 2 to 3 

- 

- 

Ptotot 


(v) 


stofto TOltol ^ fTO? 4T4dTfTO : 
totor to yfcisrRT 


100 % 


(vi) 


totoTO4 WTpT ^ "to, : 
fdtor to Tiftor 

( vii) 3iWlP 1 id ; ) '^[idi TO( : 75 ^ 

^ddR 4TTOTT 

(viii) WlfTO tdto (4lfVT : 543.06 W© 

TOR -4') 

(ix) 3ftoto TOTTOT ^ to : 7^4 
tod 4*TH 94 ftol 

(4to TOR ^) 

(x) 3T9444TOTcTO4 ftoT44 94 : 381.49 4TR3 

fdto tor^P attto 
3toT^ to; tod '4TOT 
94 fdTOT todl t 
(4lf?T d99 9) 

(xi) sftoto to ^34149 : 31-03-2006 

to "Ft fdfsT 


fdto 9fttodT WTd ^ 50% 4t TOT 9lt tol I to 

3iW i Pid-; to 3totito wffd ^ fto tori 4 «to ttir 

TOdT "f, ^ 91Hcrt "4 34t?llf9d7 4 : *Tdf d) - PihI u I TO9 TO eTFTd 
44fld 3494T4TOT fdTO4T 94 ^.dci^ to ^ dfttodl eTFTd 

^ 60 % ^ tot to' tor i 

3. 349444TOT ftoT44 44F94 ( 4999? 44FTO nfod ), 
'dellto 4Tttod, lf9d "del ?ftTO dfeTTOR ddto, 
fd^d TO9TTO Rd fTOTO, TOlFfdjeH ddT tot TO9 ifddR TO 
stotfto c6 l 4di ' eH9 #3 44TRTTO TO to fto "f TO! fdtoto 
■§" to TOTfTOtTOTO 4t TOTel^T TOCTf TOTdt ^ ! 

4. toto 1 3Tto, 2002 to TO.TO. 354( 34) TO tororo 
6 ^ TO-todTTO (43) fdR'TO dlPdTO ^ TOTTOT (2) 9 
dPcedP TTO TOt| 9t ITOeT 1TOTI ftot totilPlTO 9to ^ %9 
Itod stotoro to to 50 ^ 34P9TO fton tod to TOto 1 

144 topjRTKf troto ITOT^ TOT TOYT9 9TO TO 1TO ^ 3Tfto 41TO 
totoT TO4 TOT=Jd ^ totTOd ^ fetM, ftoft 34449 dTO 
f^PT TOTOdt 3 t I 

5. 34TdT9TO ST^tto, troto ftoto fdtoT 4Tdto to 
348491 9T4dt9 fto to 34994 99T4T99 9fd ftot TORd TO 
34tod ftotto ftott 9Tf9TO4TO TO 1T4T ftorit 9TO24 fdTOT 
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R*TR1 Mi 3 ml RT3RTR fwr Rt t, RTT R^R Mffi R?R 

idM-tlM Rl i { 3h^*i R fei<m ■Jity/n I 

6 . FR 3tf«Rjg?TT M Ml ( 1 )( vii) ^ WIT M 

M MM ir rM R rrMrt fh rt rr3RT M TR 

MRfRRR M 3^fprtcT RT3 FTIR RTRT M RRiR t i 


7. RRR 3TR3UTR Mr FRT^RRR Tfz MrMr 

RRRfMTR fH, ^RRR3 PR STRfa M ^3TR MMl* rM RTT 
RRieH wft trrtt Mr 3trM r aw arfqfwr, i 961 M 
RT3I 80 FT Ri RR RR-RT3T (4) M WF (hi) M 3TRTRR RTTR 
fcIM, 'JiH if I 

8. RfR 7^ RTM % 3TT3R TFT R pR 

% M i (xi) R Mr r pri M rT ^rkt IMrr Mrt i? 
rft 3RRRR SlMwi, 1961 M RT3T 80 F ^ M FR-RT3T 4 
(iii) M Wk RTTR RTRT rM M fcTR MMfRRT RTR? rMrT, 
2002 M RRRTr RRI 3RJrMt UTR RRRT RRfSRT FTRT t 

9. RF 33RRKR Mr 3FRT Ml MM RRP4H R2R 
ppffdRd RRcTRRR RF HwM R,TrMr fd., RRJ3 RRt 
fqfvRj MTrrt RTf RMRRT M fRR 3RR FT fMRRR FTRT, Mr 


(i) 3TTRRR RR MrM 33TRT3 R3 RFR TRRTR ^RI 

t^Tqr t rtt ?, h T i^id tj^ht/ ^id^i 
3fRTT 3TRRT RTfdRR R2RR3RT 3RTTT R M Ri? Fll 

(ii) RF RRR 3MitfRR> RTM Rfl STRfMlfd T^ 1^ MrM 
fUR RiRKH Mr! 3RR FRRTR RT RTR R rM 

fT rrtr Mri rrt t I 


10. Rfp 3DT3RH 3^2 pAf^Rd FRcTRRT RS 
F^TrM RRRtTRR fU., RR^T (RRf^ 3RR3RRM FRRR) 
fIriOir, rM rtt rrtcrr 3p|3m Mr! ^r3 frrr 

( RRfRTt PRRTR ) RTl FRIklftd RJ^RI Rl RRRRRkII 3^3 

3TRfM PTjRT F3RfF3R^fUF aMRTRRTf 3^13 RRfM FRsFR 
^ #R fRRlM RRT3 M RfF ^ 33TR R1FTRRI Rlf^RTUR, 

RlRlf ; !Ri Rtf?T 3fl3 RR?|R tRRTR, FFTr RRR, R i fRRRTT-11 M 
RRRRTRRT RFTRRT ^fRF M R^RR FR ^ 3jfRR RRR I 


11. PR RfRRRRI -4' pMlRsId RfA RT RIR-3RR RltilfM 
RM 3R7TR, 2002 ^ V'llfRd Ref! RR R^RTRfR PR 3TRfR ^ 
MRT RTRT RTfM MRR PR 3 Mr ^ 3RFfR RTTR RTRT 
TRRT Rf|R f | RRp 333RR3 PR^RR Pf^RTpR RR RTRR eT RRkTT 
t Rfp ^3Rl 3M3R1R 3^Z ppft^RR ^RPTRRR M p^TPRR 
4RRRw fd., 3TR^3 MM Rt M RT 3T3RRRR R R3RFPT W 
^ I 


12. Mp 3T3RR3 RT 3T^RKR ^ f«Hi RTRR2 RRTR 
MRT RRT R^ Rl RRTTRR 3383RT Rf^R R RR1 3RRRI 3TRRT 
fRRTt Mr RSR rp ppRTPR rM '3rAfRT RR 33RRkR 3FRT, 
3tfpjffRR7 rM R7 SR^rtpR RR RRT RRT I 

[ 3ifR3JRRTR. 366/2006/RR. R. 178/98/2006-3R.R7.fR.-I] 

MRRT RR , 3TR3 Mrr 


(INCOMlvTAX) 

New Delhi, the 8th December, 2006 

S.O. 65 .—Whereas, the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications ol the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning or: the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur- 
302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at Industrial Area 
Hirawala Extension, Jaipur, Rajasthan; 

And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/190/2005-IP & ID dated 24-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNIXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval ol 
the Government of India has been accorded for sett mg up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited. 


Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the : 
Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and 
Investment Corporation 
Limited. 

Industrial Area 
Hirawala Extension, 
Jaipur, Rajasthan 

67.92 Acres. 
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Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 

NIC Code Description 

S. No. Section Division Group Class 

A 2 and 3 — — — Manufacturing 


6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) ol 


(v) Percentage of allocable area : 100% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area : Nil 
earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 75 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
' (Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 
Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E), 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 

' of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 


this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

. 7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 

Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 arc to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi)of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it; 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan .State Industrial 
Development Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance. 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion. Udvog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee 
undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development Investment 
Corporation Limited, Jaipur fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment .0 the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 


; 543.06 lakhs 
: Nil 

: 381.49 lakhs 

: 31-0-2006 
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future, or failure on tire part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 366/2006/F. No. 178/98/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEP AK GARG, Under Secy, 
( 3TRTTOT ) 

TO fTOTO, 22 fTOFTO 2006 

to. to. 66. -toTOr stotoi arfafwr, 1961 (l96l to 

43) (TOT 3TF1 TOTOT 3Tf«rfWT TOTO W t) TOJ TORT 
80 ffTO TOf TO-TOKT (4) TO TOs (iii) ~m ^ TO 

toTOi TORT 1^, 3TO TOTOK 4 1 1997 3 W <WT 

31 TOp 2002 TOT #1 Wf TOlfTO TO TRTOTT TOTO. 
193(31) 30 TOTO, 1999 TO TOTO cfSTT, 1 sTOeT, 1997 TO 

7J7F ipTO cT® 4T 31 TOTO, 2006 “FT 7TTOTRT 3TTOfTO TO fTO* oVt 
TO. TO. 354(31), fTOTTO 1 2002 TO TOTO. TO TOTTOR, 

cnfafCKi dfp p'itreiq ( TOTOPiTO TOPf 3?p TOrTO PTOTFI) 

TOt 3TfTOT£TOTT3ff ^RI TOTOPiTO RlTO TO! TOTOT f^f^feT 3?R 
TOTOjfTOl TOf t> ; 

TOP t>TOto ‘tel Tiwt toTO frot (pfTOn) PrfTOTO, 
6-3- 1089/TO/10 T^' 11, ijmm TR TOTO TOs, 

OItoTOrjst, t«WI^-500082 Pfa TOTOST, TOTOFST TOT, 

pTOFRTOTOTR, TOP tTOt- 531021 TO "0^7 3pdTpTTO toTO efTT 

pTOTR “FT JWl I; 

TJTF 3TTf TOf TOftRT? TO TTT^T 


TT 3TTf TO TOfTO 

sR TO SRJTOT TOTOR 


(v) TOlTOfTOF TWT TO fefT, : 68% 

TOrTOTOPT TOR TOT 
TOdVId 

PrTOfTO *jfTO tott iTOttot 

(vh) TOTOpRF TO : 140 

TpsTO 

(viii) TRTOrPiYf T7d fTOTOf (TOP : 313.11TO7TO3 

WJ TO) 

(ix) TOTOifRTO twi TO fur PrPm : 23.50 TOte 

■TOT TOT PtTOt 

(TOTO W7 TO) 

(x) TOTTOTrWfTOTTC : 255.]]TOpte 

PtTOt TOraTO 3?rTOPTTO WTR 
TO PrfTOr tot toc PtTOt 
TO RTifTOcT t (TOTO TO TO) 


TOTO tTOTO TO TO7R TO TT 3dV?JTO TO 3PjTOT TO 
trt! TO 3t#t Tifror ttstt Tot TOtrtr TO PftPf 
30-06-2005 TO TR TO. 15/46/05-31^ TO 3Tp TO) TO 
TOT 7 !?! TO TOTOftPRT tTO TOl TOff^cT fTO t; 

3TT ^Ofe-T. TO 33f¥TO TTl ^TTTT 80 ^R7 ^ TOTTT 
(4) (iii) y<Tl Ylf^FrRl “FT TTTTTT “hfcl TTt 

4H«6E Hd^KI TqFd 7^ (iii) TPTUTTT^ 3^1 slipi“t> MI4) Tl 
TITO TOlf (ffeTT) fdf*TO, tTOU STTT 

fcj-dfdTcl cT^fT 3T^f83fT t^ef TTlfcTcT fTO Wf ^cT W&FK TFT! 
STf^Rjf^RT 4Tcfl q I 

3T4^J 

Tlf T TOT TO7TT T TTTOt Wlf feel 
(fferr) ferfro, to siWifTO Tfed fro to 

^ 3T^|9Kd P64I TOT % i 

1. (i) 3Mfror TOTO TO TO : TTTOf! WiHt^ 


(ii) TOcTTfTO TTOT 


TITOTl Wll f?T2t 
(Tfen) iuf'TO 
TO TTTOT, TOTO 
PTO, fTOWTOT 
TOTOYI-531021 


(iii) ^WTfTOT TO? TO ^eT : 2120TTO 


(iv) TOTlfTO 

3t1«i)Pfeh TOTOFTOT 


TO T3TO 


fTOTl 


3ftro, TOlfTT 3fr TOTRt TO 


(xi) 3Mfro ^ 37TUT : 28-02-2006 

TOT IcTftf 

2. fTORt 3iWTfTO7 W T 3TOTOT fTOTTTT 9R ^TTO 
fron ^cT ^furiTOT TORT ^ 50% 7^ TOT TOT TOT I TO 

afterTfro to^ ■# 3Mfro toto ^ fro; Wtt tto toh 
tortt t, ^ ■enro p 3Mfro tto ^ froPR to4 TO tort 

Of^d 3TTO1TTOT fTOTO "47 -^HldO tst^ “tjd TOTOtoI TORT 
60% 7T TOT TO TOUI I 

3. 3TTORTOT fTOTITT T7 TO^7 (TTTO^ 3TTO TOTO), 

RTTOjf^ "TO. oTOTO, ^fTO tot TOto Tsfron, ^froTO TOTO, 
fq^d TOTORT TO fad04, “Odt cTSTT TO?t 3TO dfq'TOT, Rfl 

sfTOfTOr toTOttot TO totri toTOt ^ fro; f to I^TOtto 

f Ttg orrMTOTO ^ T4TO*T TOTf TOcft t ! 

4. fTOTO 1 TOd, 2002 TO TO.TO. 354( 3T) TO TOiTTTTO 
6 tot-%toto (tTO p toTOto to tottot (2) o 
3fadPsid TOf ^ft ttort itot| P'hol sfTOfhro mTO TO Piu 
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fro m ftt 50 % ^ RtftF ff! frrt i 

fFRlt ^FTT^ FR 3 TTTRT TTFTRTRFTt} 3 ]fRF 7 TFR 
34 &TFT ^-sO'H FR c fci’j'i F) y^ll'^l’l ®£ ftlR fFRTt Z\m F^TT 
fW FRRFt t l 


5 . 341434 * SPJRMf, faFtf fF^RT RFRF F^ 
3RTFT FK<il4 fersf «Nr FTOFT R^IT 7TRR RfF fFRTt FR^JF Ft 
afcpfF faPlRw fFRTt RTfRFR'R ^ SRT m?ft RcW fF^RT 
3TFFT 34[F4Rtl RRFtR fF^RT Ft FTTfRFT f, F7t R^fF FtfF FFT 
RfsFRiafl Ft ST^RR 3RRT 3 fFTRT WRRT I 

6 . ^R 3#-R£FFT ^ % 1 ( vii) 3 f^RR^ WIT 3 
$*I$4Y Ft atl^tPl* RTFt 3 3TFf7«TF FFt Ft JH(W Ft FR 
3 TMfRR ^ 3TFFtTT FR FTTR RTRf Ft RFT^ f I 

7. ^R7f RRFtt RRRf fRFt (ffeRT) fcTfRFF, ik<HK 
FR FpRfF FT rYfF 3^^1Pl^ RTF? FR RFTFTF WRt 7#!! f^TR 
3TFfa R 3FFRR 3Tf^tWf, 1961 F?t FRT 80 F Fi Ftt FRRRT 
(4) FT 7FF (iii) 47 3TFTfa FTTO f?TR *TFt t i 

8 . FfF FFF atVlPl* RTFt 4t 3TRR FTF R FR 
3rf*R£FFf c£ ^T 1 ( xi) RRR Mr ^ TT^T F*t 3 ^?RTRT 
fW #Tt FT 3TTFFR STfstfWT, 1961 47t RTR 80 FFT Ftt 
FR- FRT 4( iii) Ft 34cT T fcT (FTR RTRT F<5 Ft fel*< ■3’ttlitfR47 RIF) 
RRTFT, 2002 4t 3-sVf'Irf FRT 3^*iK*1 RPF FRFT 37^f^cT FtRI I 

9. FF ^RtTF 37^*1 RETT sfft TTRFTt RFRf fERt 

(FfeFT) Riffe, fFTRTF F?Rt ^FFT FTt yfafshFI FT f^ 
R4F F^ FFTT, fR— 

(j) 3TT%F91 fa-OF 3rmR 474vF R74RT^RT 3T^M 
%RT RRT t, R W TRm/^fd^f T^RT 
3TRRT +fdM4 F^RRR 7^41 F Ft Rf FT 1 

(ii) RF F4F ^I'^IFTR FTR F7t 3T^fMcl F^ Ft ^04! 
%R -R4MKH fRRft 3RT FF4R ^ RTR RFc^ Ft 
RFH f47RT RRT t I 


10. RfF ^FRf 7TR47t Wlf fRZt (F^RT) PdR^F, 
tFTTRTF ( 3TRf^ 4RFRTRFTt 7W1) 3ftsitfR47 RTFi 47T ydldi 
bfR felt 7W1 ( 3TRf^ SRTtRTt FF4FT) R7t 

FFTRftR R^RT Ft STFRIFRlt ^ Al'ciRcfl FF^FR F7F1F7FT 
^ tRR ^FRTRFf 3fR <flFfcft FWT Ft #4 fFRTfFF FRR 
Rt RtF ^ RTR 4i^ltRf47 FfFTFFT RfFFTFFT, 3MfF47 Fttcl 
TTF^F IF RTF, FFltF RFF, F^ IFF#-11 F^t 
TTFTRFT F7T 7RJFF FR ^ T^fRF <*R*A 1 


11. FR StRr^FI ^ sifcdpsld wft ^ RTR-RTR 4^'lP I4> 
FTFf FFTtR, 2002 3 TTffRFT FTF? FTT JH^q'IRF FR 3TFfR ^ 
^RR fFRI FfRT RTfFR f^RT^* tRR FR TFTtR ^ 344^ FTTR 
WRT fFR RTF t I 7RFTR FR^FF 34jqtFF FF FTRR ^ 
TTFTFt t FtF ^TRt TTRF>t RTFlf fRFt (^FFl) fdfR^F, tFFFTF 
fFRTt Rt FTTf F7 3 T^RTqR 3 3RTW 7FFI t I 


12. ^ 7RF7R ^ 3T^RtFF Ft fFFT Rp?TFF W1 4 
fFRTT FRT F7t^ Rt RTltRF 3TSTFT FfF^T 3' RF1 FRHT 3T?TFT 
fFRtt FRT FKR FT] F^WF FRF $ F7T 3RRFFT TFFT, 

aiW l P 1F> RTF) ^ 3T^RtFF Fit 3^*4 FFT ^TT I 
[STftRJFFIR. 375/2006/RTT. R. 178/140/2006-341.FT.fF.-I] 

RtRFT F 7 !, 3T5R RfFF 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 66.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub-section 
(4) of Sect ion 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and 
notified a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of 
the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry (Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) 
vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March. 1999, for the 
period beginning on the 1st day ot April, 1997 and ending 
on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on 
the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of 
March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s.Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, 
6-3- 1089/G/l 0 & 11, Gulmohar Avenue, Raj Bhavan Road, 
Somajiguda, Hyderabad-500082, is developing an Industrial 
Park at Parwada Village, Parawada Mandal, Visakhapalnam. 
.Andhra Pradesh-531021; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry, letter No. 15/46/05-IP&ID dated 30-6-2005 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexurc to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A ot the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking 
being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, Hyderabad, as an 
industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXIJRE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval ol 
the Government of India has been accorded tor setting up 
of an industrial park by M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) 
Limited, Hyderabad. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial : Ramky PLirma City 

Undertaking (India) Limited 

(ii) Proposed location ; Parwada Village 

Parawada Manual 
Visakhapamam, 
Andhra 
Pradesh-531021 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 2120 Acres 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


35 Gi/2007 —2 
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Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code 


Description 

S.No. Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 

A 3 

30 

304 

— Manufacture of drugs, medicines and all products. 

(v) Percentage of : 

allocable area earmarked 
for industrial use 

68 % 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct 
investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
commercial use. 


4% 


of India or any authority specified under any law lor 
the time being in force, shall be taken separately as 
per the policy and procedures in force. 


(vii) Minimum number 
of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments prop¬ 
osed (Amount in 
Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up 
space for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on 
Infrastructure Develop¬ 
ment including investment 
on built up space for 
industrial use (Amount in 
Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 
commencement of the 
Industrial Park 


140 Units 


313.11 Crores 


23.50Crores 


255.11 Crores 


28-2-2006 


6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed ol only 
after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, arc located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, Hyderabad 
shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during 
the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of 
Sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated 
in Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will 
be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, 
for availing benefits under Sub-section 4(iii) ol 
Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Ramky Pharma 
City (India) Limited, Hyderabad shall be solely 
responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, 
if— 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less 
than 50% of the total project cost. In the case of an 
Industrial Park which provides built-up space for 
industrial use, the minimum expenditure on 
infrastructure development including cost of 
construction of industrial space, shall not be less 
than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and 
sewerage, common effluent treatment facility, 
telecom network, generation and distribution of 
power, air-conditioning and such other facilities as 
arc for commom use for industrial activity which are 
identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 
354(E) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more 
than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of 
an Industrial Park. For this purpose a unit means any 
separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one 
anc more State of Central Tax laws. 


(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information 
has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded m 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, 
Hyderabad transfers the operation and maintenance 
of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to 
another undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), 
the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to 
the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat 
for Industrial Assistance, Department ol Industrial 
Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan. New Delhi-11 
along with a copy of the agreement executed between 
the transferor and transferee undertaking lor the 
aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well 
as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which 
benefits under this scheme arc to be availed. The 
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Central Government may withdraw the above 
approval in case M/s. Ramkey Pharma City (India) 
Limitey, Hyderabad fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
industrial park. 

[Notification No. 375/2006/F. No. 178/140/2006-IT A-I] 
DEEP AK G ARG, Under Sec y. 

22 PTOF, 2006 

( 3TT777T) 

cFTT. 3?T. 67.-T7f77 3TT777T srfrfTO, 1961 ( 1961 75T 
43 ) (7?T 3TFt TO! 3TfTlwi 77FT TO f) Tit TO 80 ^ 77 
77tT7-TO (4) (iii) pi TO TlfTTO 771 TOT 7777 

p;, T^sl m*i\i 3 1 3T^T, 1997 ^ ^ 7*TT 31 TOp 
2002 77l TOT7T TOlt 3FTp*T ^ TO7T 77T.3TT. 193(31) 
fpT77 30 iTT^, 1999 ^ «rf^ cT^TT 1 31^, 1997 ^ ^ ^7 
7TT 31 TT^, 2006 77t TTTOT 3T7fT 7> Ip *HOHl ^FT.^TT. 
354(31) 7^ TOT tKcbK, cIlPuM sfk tTOt hkiciT 

(affatfro 7tf?T 3 |r ^#1 fTOl) tt! 3if*RjT7T3ff pi arVlP'lTT 
TO tt) TOtt Pf% alk atfercjf^T 7p t; 

3^ TO77 TOl 3M^|[ fTO'tf, 6-3-1192/1/1, 7£TT 

to, TOro to 7 ^ 71 - 50001 6, 


TOtI-III, 6-3-1192/1/1, 7F1, ^tTO, f^ll 1^*1717, 

smi 7^71-500016 777 3»TO TO 77T fTTTFT 77* TFT t; 

aft* trttt* ft "5*1 stl^t^^*11 3*57^ ftf 

jfTO TO fWT 3ft* TTclTO 31#T TlfTOl 7TT #1 W1 
^ ftTO 25-9-2006 7l 77 *?. 15/158/05-3BTf 7( *$5 
3nf ^ ^ SRlftcT T7TT TO 3 ^h|R<i 1TO ft; 

prtp, 3R T77 3lftffB77 Tit TO 80 ^ 77 7ft T7- 
tJRT (4) 7> *31> (iii) TO TOT VlPw41f 77 7717 TO P, 
TO *F77T* TOP 1 ^77 ^ (iw) ^ 3PTOTO 

TO ^ P ftTO 3FTpif PqcTO, ftmTO TO Pqq^Vm 

771 3TJ*f$FT 77 TTlfP fp P *# T77 T7TO Tit 3*fT 
^fqd 77*ft1 ft I 

1777 FT TO TO 7* TOT *T*77T* ft ftTO 3TOpf 
fa yg * 1, t^RTT, PI aJHsdf^TSF TO ^ Tfel 1P ^ 

3Tp)p y<\M fchBl 1> I 

1. (i) 3tSWlPi=h 49s6^ t [^<rs4 

77 7T7 

(ii) 9WlPTcl W1 : *WFT3TF,^rf7i-IIl, 

6-3-1192/1/1, TO7 TFT, 
^77^^, fTOT ^(MK, 
3im 7^1-500016 

(iii) aft flip l<*> TT^TTl : 26,130.99 Tdtffe 

PTO 


ITB 3irf ^ 7TT ehl4<¥><niH «hl 



p 3nf Tft TffFTT 


fTcRTI 

TO TT. 

3T^7FI 

77FT 




77 

7 

75 

- 

- 

TTTR ^qtR 


8 

89 

892 

- 

TgTZl Tt^fFFT TTFR^n: 
fTTTTO trg' 

7 

8 

89 

893 

_ 

frorTO alk ^rmz 


TTO^TTt fTOTTTO 


T 8 


89 


894 



3#r 3F7 TTETlrfl MOBVff 
fTO173TO 


TTElt^l 7^TO T7T fTTTOF 
■^717’ 


8 


89 


895 
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(iv) A-dlfad A|4 f>AIM 


(v) 37^jffFA FFAF A : 

lAFfFFflTF 3FFFdl 4 

AT Ffdi'ld 

90.00 % 

( vi) ApJlR-MF) FRAF A fFA, ; 

fFFffTF ^fF AT yfdVId 

10.00 % 

( vii ) FUilPlA ^jfFFT Af : 

■^JFFF 777W 

03 'jhR 

(viii )F7FTfAT AFT fF^A : 

(7lf?T 7AA‘ F) 

20.00 ATT^ 

(ix) STTAfFA FRAF A : 

fATT fFf^R 7ATF FT 
fFFA (TlfA TRA F) 

15.00 AFF 

(x) :37F7RFFTrFA pTATF A ; 

fF^A fF77F .37TAfFA 
FFAF A %T7 AfAr 

7AF A fAFA Ft TfrfFA 
t (TTfA 7FA F) 

19.50 A7T5 


(xi) aMfFA FtA A 3717F : f^Fr^rr, 2005 

At MTFlfqd IfPf 


2. fATTt 3^£|'|p|ct> t||eh F AATTTATT fechlff FT 

fFFR FTcT MpFi^di RTFcT A 50% F FRT FA #17 I 7)77 
<MlWlP|cb FTA At 3Tt?JtfFA FFAf A %F PdPPd TAF FFTF 
A7F1 i, A FTRF A "Wed A fHHl ,J l Rpf At RAFT 

7Tffrd fFATTT 3iqF<-qdI F7 ^FcTF 7^4 Fed FffAFFT RTTFF 

A 60% F FN F^t FPTT I 

3. 3Tq*KFdl fqch!<H F 77RA (77NF 77FA 37fRT), 

FvH^Pl FA <£fA7 ^TR RIFF TffFA, f A t aIF -AdA , 

f^rT <JcMlSd FF fAE"i, dldl^RH FA FTTt 3RF TjfA-TTT? At 
*VlPl* F>i4F>cd!H TFHR7 3#1 A %TT f' At F l fA-RF 
Tffe A ftqtorta fA ajff f i 

4. fRTTA I 3 tAf, 2002 At AT.3TT. 354( 37) FT 

6 A FF-AtFTA (Tg) vi fdf^e dlpRFi A FRET (2) F 
AlWlfed FTT^ RF>R fATf tAA FikltPlF) rA A feiTJ fFFF 
AlAPlF) Af FF 50% A 37fFA ffTTTTT '^tSTcT AFT FRFT I ^77 
WddlA fAAt fFF!? ATT 37TRF F^T AT A/A A 3TfFA TFF 
37FFT FRAF AT FRJF A WAT A fdTF fAAt ATT 7 ! FAT 

f*FT FTRFt A t I 

5. 37TFYFA 3RHl4dP PddA f4<iAl fdAc TTFAf AA 
3TAAT FRFAt ArA Aa 37 ATT F7T 77FF FfF fATTl FTFJF A 
3hVi j fd PqfdR,^ fFETT FTf4°h<Fl 7JT7T fd<^ll TFAT fdA?T 3TFFT 
AfFFRTT FRFtF f'FFA A %TT 3RptFF FTTfFM #, AT RfF 


AtfA FA ¥lA4[.3TT' A 3TJRR 3RTF A %A RTFA I 

6. fF 3TfA^ATT A Af 1 (vii) F fqfdfdR TEsFT A 
SAlfAf A 3MfOA W F 3TAT5AT FT4 A FART FT AT 
aTf^fA^ a 3RTTTF AT AT^T TTRT FT TTAd f i 

i. ^rrrf 3FF^ f^FFTf, Ifttaf, ftt 3F?fa a atr 

FTFt A ATRR ATI TT^TT fAT 3TFfF F 3TF7AT 
arfAwr, 1961 at att ho y a At ff-af (4) a t^f 
( iii) Al 3RFfd Fid %R AF F I 

8. fIf fat sfrwfFA FTA A 3TTT'F FTF F FF 
37fAJATT A AT ] (xi) R AfFF M?T 77 TTA a 4 TT ATA 
fAAF FTrTT t FT FTTFAT 3##m, 1961 Al ATT 80 F A AT 
FR-ATT 4 (iii) A AATd AN ATT AT^ A IcF 7 3TT#fOA A^ 
FtATT, 2002 A 3TdAT FA 34^HlFF AFT ATFT 3rqf^Td FTA I 

9. FF 3TFFTFF 37^«T TFOT 37tT FA'pil fArSTT, 
^FTTAF TpFl fAFT FfFfAA Al 3T°[ATT A tely, TAT FT fAFAT 
#n,FfF— 

(i) 3TTFFF FF fFFA A AT A AFT TTTAR ATT 3FJFRF 
KH fAA FA F, F AFF TJATT-FJFFT F^-TA AfAFT 
cT«ATTA TJATT F f! f4 FT I 

(ii) FF FAT 4 ?JTPa AA AT 3TAfF«TfFT F^ t fATA 
%R 3FfFTFF fATTT 3RT FFAF A FN F FFFT FT 
AAF fAA FA f i 

10. FfF *17777 3H>|'J|f Ur&tf, |«NK, (3TAT( 
37AATAAFI FFAF) 3MfFA Adff AT AAAF 3frT 37^T^TA 
fA7Tf ^Tlf FFAR' ( 3TAcl AdRdl FFAF) AT FTFIdfld ATA 
r(T 3TFT TJ TAFf 3FT AdR.di FR|AT FTAtTTA A %F 3fcT7AAFf 
37k 37FffFl FFAF A AfA fd'FlfRT AFT AT fIf A TH4 
3MfFA 7TFTATT TTfAAcFF, 3TTFTTfFA FtfF sffT TTaRf fFFFT, 
FFlF FAT, F? fAcff-l 1 AT FFTHVlIddl 77FTRT7 ^fFF AT 
TT^AT AF 37 T^fAf AFT I 

11. FF AfA^AFT F FfRFfed Ad! A 77A7TT4 ARJlfFA 
AFf AfATT, 2002 F FFlfFA FF AA ATT AJAAd FTT 3TAfF A 
FfFF fAA ART A%F fATTA lR7{ FF AFdl A 3fcTF7T Ad 
AFT fAF AR F I AA TTTAR FAJAT 3RFKH AT AF77 FT 
TTAeff t FfF '^7777 ST^AA fAATf, FFTTAK FI til Pi A FTA 
AAA, 2002 F fF%F Adf' AAA '?F arfATJAA At fATF FT 
Acf ^ 3T^AFR F 3T7TAR W t I 

12. AF TTTAR A 3RPTFT A fFFT AAA RFH F 
fAA FA AH? FT TTATFF AAA 'FfA^T F FFT TFFFT 37AA 
fATTf Fl77 F^F A F^AFF ATF F '37TAFA A 3f77AR TFFT. 
3fr?frfFA AA A 3T5FTFF AT 37^F AFT FA I 

[ 37fF7£ATT F. 376/2006/AT. 77. 178/141 /2006-AA.fF.-J] 

AFA FF, 37A7 7?fFF 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 67.— Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
noli fications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day ol April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas M/s. Annapurna Builders, 6-3-1192/1/1, 
Kundan Bagh, Begumpet, Hyderabad, Andhra 
Pradesh-500016, is developing an Industrial Park at White 
1 louse. Block-Ill, 6-3-1192/1/1, Kundan Bagh, Begumpet, 
District Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh-500016; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/158/2005-IP & ID dated 25-9-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conicrred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, as an 
Industrial Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval ol 
the Government of India has been accorded lor setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Annapurna Builders 
Hyderabad. 

1. (i) Name of the : Annapurna Builders 

Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : White House, Block-Ill. 

6-3-1192/1/1, Kundan Bagh, 
Begumpet, District- 
Hyderabad, Andhra 
Pradesh-500016 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 26,130.99 Square Meters 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities: 

(v) Percentage of allocable area : 90.00% 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S. No. 

Section 

NIC Code 

Division 

Group 

Class 

Description 

A 

7 

75 

— 

— 

Communication Services. 

B 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data processing, software development and 
computer consultancy services. 

C 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management consultancy 
activities. 

D 

8 

89 

894 

— 

Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities. 

E 

8 

89 

895 

— 

Technical testing and analysis services. 



earmarked for industrial use 


(VI) 

Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

10 .00% 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

03 Units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed : 
(Amount in Rupees) 

20.00 crores 

<*) 

Investment on built up space : 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

15.00 crores 


(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 19.50 crores 
Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of : December, 2005 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in'an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
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including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E), 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central lax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
lime being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only alter the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, arc located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, shall 
continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of 
Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4(iii)of Section 80-IAof the Income-tax 
Act. 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Annapurna 
Builders, Hyderabad, shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii> it is lor the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10 . In ease M/s. Annapurna Builders. Hyderabad 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.c., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.c., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit ol the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 


Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee 
undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed, The Centra! 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, fails to comply with 
any of the conditions. 

12 . Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 376/2006/F. No. 178/141/2006-ITA-I] 
DEHPAK GARG. Under Secy. 
P? Pfddl, 22 2006 

( 3di|eM ) 


<ET.34T. 68,-'-sHph 34TPRR 3Tf*rfW4, 196! (1961 PP 
43) (RR7 34TP RRrT 3Tf*rfWT T RTT 1? ) PPl *TT3T 

80 I?T PP T9-*4171 (4) P4 3T5 (iii) £RT RTRI PTfpRPt PP 
TRPT PRrf p, ^ 343PPT R 1 34Rd, 1997 FT FlPR eT«TT 
31 RTrf, 2002 PP 34RTRT rfrft PTeft 34Rpp Pp fdR PP. 34T. 
193(34) fppfch 30 RTR, 1999 P7 prftp cT^TT 1 34ffd, 1997 Ft - 
7^ TfPR cFPT 31 2006 PP PTRTRT 34pfa fppr 

TRsPl PP.34T. 354(34) erf3R 343PP3, RlfuRP 34ft T7IPT 

"94Id4 ( sfra'lrfl^ rfrfrf 3TR 3FPR9 pTPFT) prf 34pR3ftPPT34t' 
£RT 34telt fo* RTP^ PP PRPT ftrfrfp 34ft 34f*TCjfad prf t: 


3frr PRrfpr 3TPRS4TP FPZ ^P^Pd ^c|dMM<± P^ 
PP/HKdd Pdlrfk PetdP! PPPldP -pFirP 

RPP, fpplpf RTrf, ppj^-302005 rff t, 3tk)p|<h m 1§RICRI 
(fftpkt), f^Tpn 34FfP3, 3FTR4H-301019 ft PP7 dWlPlP 
RTP> PP fet ch id PR 3TT "t; 


34t3 PRrfpT PPT 343PP3 ft TP SrfftftftFTT PT 34ftPP 9 
tstd 1ft PR 3^3 Vlcff ^ 34rftft dlpJled cf^TT T3PT RPIdP 


TftfftftRF 8-8-2006 % PR 74. 15/134/05-3TT^rftTT^ 3TT? ‘rff 
^ 3TRpfa 'SPP 3jWlf J !P> xnerf 34ftftrfpft IftFPT ft; 


THPdp, 34P, RPRT 34fftfftPR prf *4T3T 80-"?^ PPT 
TP-^IRT (4) 13TZ (iii) ftRT RPft PTPPdPl PP RPftT PRft 
Ift, ^ TRPP3 rfdftSKI RPP 43ft- (iii) PT RP|eHI*1 dkrfcp, 
W P*" ftPT 3 Tpdrf 3R3*4Tft TftP 4 'ftP^qd SPdPRft tt^ 


WTTtTH fdfbk, PRPft; SRI Ppftrfdd R84T 34ft3rfflft 
ftP yftlfdd fppr ftT 3ft 'JRR ^R3P9 grf 34frf3jkp ^3PT t I 


34^4 

rflRR prrf ftp T43 ^4T3RT 3T3^P3 rf ^34Ff 3T^RS4TP 3^P 
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(ii) T77cnf4cT 7STR : afialfW fa ^i^<1 

(f^nst),1^T 37N97, 
77*77*779-301019 

(iii) 3Mf477 W 97T afow : 825.83 944lH7 

(iv) UWlfad dd4*>cr1l ,( 7 : 


T^T 3Tlt 41 4R$dl ^ TTTST 3-fl'iTl HI<=h t*>i4<*>dT9 W WWM 


4 

37^779 

X7N 377| 41 414 ri 7 

wm 77^ 

441 

fdcKUl 

^7 

2 3^7 3 

- 

- 

f4RiHl u i 


ttt 4 T rfe?r f4nr *tt4 3734199 77979 f^n t 1 

1. (i) ajWilP l ch 99WT ~^T 979 : 4774' 7T*T7«3T9 749 


5 -d f9M9 dilsT^ M 


( v ) 3il4lRr47 wtW Rm, : 
47871147 37 Nidi<4 fa 

377 yRf^ld 

98.79% 

f487H47 ^f4 977 ypd^fd 

01.21% 

(vii) 3il4lPi«ti <ipid “94 : 

^7?m TT^TT 

695 ^4 

( viii ) TTTdTfRd'144?T (7lf?7 : 

wr 4) 

47,97,70,000/- 

(ix) 3iWlPid-> 3 m4m ^ Riy, : 

PipHd 7*7H "77 f44n 

(7lf4T 7NTT 4) 

w* 

(x) 37^7T!NIWT97 f497T7I "q7 : 

ffay] ffati 3H4lRi^ 

Nt44t ^ "fcTQ; Pdlnd 7 : *7N 
R7fd4?7 41 ^llPMd 4 
(7lf?T NN7 4) 

30,55,31,000/- 

(xi) 3iltllPl c h 9T4^ 37R4 : 

4r 41 y wir^id f4f87 

31-03-2006 


2. RttttI ilmtfw n 4 4 -37947991 47999 97 ^tttr 
M?7 999 9441*197 NT99 ^ 50% 4 997 9^1 #TT I T$ 
37WlPl4> 9 t 4 41 4) til Pi 9 3 h4Pi 9i PipHci 7*7N T79T9 
^TTcTT t, ^ 97*74 4 3^ til P197 7*7N ^ PihRi 994 41 77799 
77%9 47999 379777997 f99TT9 97 ^ 7^4 97N Hp4l*HI 
<9T99 °F 60% 77 «h9 dfff &Vll I 


3. 7T799T P79ITl49^9I (77*9477597 7449), 

99T 4jeR*1, ^93 ^ 41879 TjRroT, iRrHifa 49991, f9?[9 
979799 99 rdd< u l, diai^d-.eH cT^TT R4t 37*9 *H 


7779RT 


4 ft*lk<J|k 99 94?9 f ! 


4. f99797 1 374?T, 2002 94 99.377. 354(37) 9l 

6 9* 99-tk!yi93 (79) 4 PdR^i dlRd^i c hW4 (2)4* 
Biffed 94 f IpFTf f^4t ^alP't^ 974 4 fN 9 , Pi9d 
atelpffi fa 99 50% 4 3Tf8I9T %777T 877f79 9ff 944 I ^77 
3P7psrn4 1441 99 Wf TT^7 ^71 TT^ 4 37 RW 7N9 

3799T 9449 99 99^9 4 y4l*19 4" %R f9i4t 3TN9 997 
14*9 999*4 4 t I 

5 . 3TT^T3T 37^MKhT, 4*794 fa^D Rt 4?T T798f9 974 

3787077 977919 4*4 4^ 3799T 991 7799 37^x7 441 99*J9 4 

37*949 f^rt -yTteFT ^ro f^rit 3787^7 

37pdc( l 4) wkr f44?7 ^ 147U, 37j4KH TTIRt^T t, T7^x7 
ilfo cT?77 yfsti'^ri^ ^ 37^3777 37^F7 4 foldi WQ7T7 I 

6. ^77 arfsr^RT "4 4o (i)(vii) 4 pqRf^ 4^77 4’ 
^7 SlltllPl'+i Hl°h 4* 3|of(4^777 5H ^7 "3 1 7Frf 4t F77 

37f44m ^ 37 ^t 47T ^77 eTTO TIN "4 77^74 t I 


7. 4tt4 <M7*7H' 


c^mT^R fNf44s, ^77 37^4 47 ^4 h 34444^7 n^7 ^tt 
TTNTcNT Nl4 <<4^71 1477 37^4 4 3TFR77 37f4PldH, 1961 "41 

87171 80iT ^7 ^4 ‘3^7-87177 (4) 47 7§t (iii) ^ 3 Tn4cT cT7^7 

ffa nt4 4 1 


8. -qf4 3j > ^P ) M7 Ml4 % 371777 414 4 W 3lf47J^RT 
%4ti i( xi) 4Rrf^Nf4f«74^^44 fan** 44n t 
4t 377^77 37f87tW7 ( 1961 ^ ^TRT 80-^7 ^4 3N-?4TTT 
4 (iii) ^ 3 t44cT nt^t tttn ^tt4^Inn, 3il4iPi^7 hi= 6 dl^iii, 
2002 47 SFFfa ^7T 37^4 kH wz ^tnt 374%T 44it I 

9. N? -37^m)<H 37^87 T^N 3fk 4 t?4 77^T7S7H 7S3 

^P^^i 4 ncTt4£ 4^ f4f 44 ^mRvn RiPh^s, n^7 

441147771 yPdP^di ^4 3 t4«nt ^ 7 ^ 7 ' 41 P««Hk fftt, 

^ : 


(i) 37T#F "937 37T8777 N7 47^ NT^R ?T7T 

3TRK7 W7 fdTNI N41 t , 4 NNcT 7^77/^797 

'3f87RT Nf7TN7 fT87T7\N7 d 4 4 7l I 
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(ii) fer cfft 3fefel t 

ffe fenfe felt 39*9 ^ RPT "4" 9?^ 
Ft y^M fqvHI O^ll i? I 

10. fe IRR2JH T^Z 

WTltTH tcffes, ( 3?2jf^ ZMsbH ) 

fei '4Tf tricR afk feft 

(3T8?t^3TcTM^7OT) TT F-Wife cl cfel Ft 3RUU | <frdf 3^ 

3-mfwi FfenFT ffe sfewRf sfk afecil t t&h 
^ #3 ffeiRci skfe ^T2T aflsjjfe wfttt ^rf^r^TeT^r, 

ajy Pilfer fe fesfafefFi.zfe ^ 

^FrifelT WNcll ?jfe ^ TP^RT feff I 

11. FT? 3#47JRZT F FfePdd TTflfe TTTC-TTW sfteitffe 
Tfe, 2002 k‘ YTTfiTeT ZZ wf 3Ff|leH Z77 3fej ■% 

^fe fV><Hi rht Rife ffe ^ wta ^ eiro 
■ar<f feq; w3 t i w<*>k spjfer ct 

■OdVcfi ft ^T3R«TFf F2Z feT£'9<d '^fel m4z ip^xfel 

< +'i9l^M tcCnds, ^*737 sfePiT -qr^f feq, 2002 k fafe 
YT?ff 37*F7l «Ft felt kt YTcf ^ ai^mcH kf 

377TFR1 TFdT il 


12. 7779377 ^ 3T'j,4Kd fel kM4Z ^TR 3’ 

%RI ^ Tf| 7T?Tfe 37*7^1 iTfeq k‘ FTF vFTdT 3TSPIT 
felt fe 7T«9 TT Z^FZZ k fefe R77 3T77W xiRT, 
fe)PlT fe ^ ^ 3fe sRT fe I 

[SffsrcjxRfe. 377/2006/971 77. 178/115/2006-37T.feT.-I] 

feffe, ^7 Trife 


New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 68 .—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise ol the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 
sub-section (4) ol Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to its the said Act), 
has framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
(he notifications of (he Government of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 


and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered olfice at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Industrial 
Area, Khushkhera(Bhiwadi), District—Alwar, Rajasthan- 
301019; 


And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/134/2005-IP & ID dated 08-08-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexurc to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 


ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government ol India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 


1 - . (0 


Name of the 

Industrial 

Undertaking 


(ii) Proposed location 


(iii) Area of Industrial 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & 

Investment Corporation 
Limited 

Industrial Area, Khushkhcra 
(Bhiwadi), District—Alwar, 
Rajasthan-301019 
825.83 Acres. 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S. No. 

NIC Code 

Section Division 

Group 

Description 

Class 


A 

2 & 3 — 

— 

— Manufacturing 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area : 

98.79% 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

: 47,97,70.(XK)/- 


earmarked lor industrial use 


(Amount in Rupees) 


(VI) 

Percentage of allocable area ; 

01 .21% 




earmarked for commercial use 


(ix) Investment on built-up space 

: Nil 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 

695 Units 

for industrial use 



units 


(Amount in Rupees) 
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(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 30,55,31,000/- 
Development including 

investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of : 31-03-2006 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 
354(E), dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 


(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for w hich benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 377/2006/F. No. 178/115/2006-IT A-11 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Sccy. 

^ 22 ROHL 2006 


( ) 


69,-^raftT 3TOR 1961 (1961 TT! 

43 ) c*-7fT TFH 1? ) *3771 

80^r^7^^T-STO (4) ^ W (iii) £TCI WF * 11*141 

swm ^ fti, ^ i 1997 3 ^ TO* <t«n 

31 TO, 2002 OHIkl ^Teft TOfa ^ fTO FTOT 47L3T7. 
193(31), 30TOf, 1999 1 anfo, 1997 

^ CF4T 31 2006 ^ ^ fTO. 

^T.3TT. 354(31), IRTO 1 aricT, 2002 ^ TOT 

n’siidd (itfd affc to-Ft 
R nm) ^ arfsRj^ratf srt afkAPi* tori 
sffc atfsrqfEFT Sfit I ; 


obIMRtfH IriP r fe , fTOFT 


35 G1/2007—3 
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fFRFT FFf, 302005 4 t, tehl te-1, fRRT 
7TR7FH-301706 4 ^ afldPlF. FTFt FTT ftelTF F?7 

TFT 4; 

3?k te THFiK 4 w Ft 3T3^q 4 

<5fen Pad TRTf Ft 3 t 4N e||pJMI rT«fl ten teRF Ft f^FT 
24-4-2006 Ft FF 4. 15/201/2005-3?^ Ft ^ 3^ 4t 4t 
3RFftT RFF tetPlFi FTF> FTt ST^tte ftelT t; 

RR item; nnn tetfte Ftt *mr 80 n ft Fit rf-sikt 
( 4) Ft 73T (iii) SKI WtT VffteT FIT teW Fte te 
RIFTR Hrl^SKI RFF Tsfe (iii) Ft y<4tel4 afkitPlcfr RTF? Ft 

RF "4" *-^4 O^^TR -Wti ^sP^ei te 

*>IhU*I 1 (Vlfni«, ?RT ftelfte (TOT TJef FR#R 

fFT RT 7^ RFF RFFTO Fit 3Tf?p^fFF FFRt f I 


3Pjte 

te tRFF7 FTTfi *KF»K 4 4te TDTF^H te tef^FR 

te el H 4i te S'-FR^'d FTFTften lei 14 4s, ski 3i1&ilP|cfi 

FTFt FfBF tFT^ FH4 ^ 3Ppte FFH fte FFI f I 
1. (i) 3ilWlfte '39st>M FTT RTF : TRR2TTF Fte?FR 

teRte te Mw4i 

+mTte fRfte, 

.(ii) TOrfFFTSJTF : tepTT FT?-1, 

fRRT-STRF^ 

7FFWR-301706 

(iii) 3^tWVni«ti Hi«h FTT F^R : 644.75 

tel 

(iv) "SR<TTtF(TFTFteTF ; 


FR te 4t 4%FT ^ FTW 3^€J)Plch «bl4chd!M oFTT W*\M 




FF 3TTf Ft Tfel 


item 

FTFTt 

3TJFF7 

FFTF 


tet 


FT 

2 FFf 3 

- 

- 

- 

fteter 


( V ) FftettiteT RFFtF Ft ter : 

Ftete 3TTtetF te 

FTT yPdVId 

86.16% 

( vi) FTteteFT RFFtF fRF : 

ftefte te Ffter 

3.11% 

{ vii) FffetfFFT ^jftet Ftt : 

^TFF ten 

113 

'vuj)Ftete ^R ftenT (TTfTT : 
WT i() 

3075.00 RT^ 

(ix) 3^7jtfFFT RFFtF fRT^* '. 
fRfte 7FR F7 fRte 
(ter wt; 4) 

te 

(x) 3TF7TteTT?FFT fteTTF FT : 

ften ftent tejtfte? 

•3Hm)m Ft fR^ ten TFH 

F7 fR%T Ft FTTfFR t 

(TTfTT TFTT 

1965.00 RTm 


3. 3TteRT fteTF 4 TSFT (TFFFt 7T5FT ten), 
'Jiell'jffi (TOT TTfatR, ^fte RR "ten TjftelT, ^felFvH FUFFt, 
fF^tT RcFTFR RF Item, FTRT^cFT (TFT 44t 3RT ^FFTR' RT 
FfhptfFFT FTFfFTRTF T?5 7TTFFF "3FFTF Ft fem, 4 Fft ftefmtF 
4 Flftnf^FFT 7t 3 mc 1«F «h<!^ FfT(ft I 

4. fTW 1 3T^T, 2002 F^t FF.3TT. 354(3?) ^ ^mi4i 
6 F> RF-^OFTT (?F) 4 fate Fitter Ft FRTRF (2) 4 
RtelftsIF F7t| F^iFT ^FFf r=h*fl 3iftWlPl<t) FTFi ^ fcT^ fRFF 

3fNrtfte ff 50 % ^ 37f£^7 f%m Fte te teft i ^ 

FFlFTRT^ SV.’hI FF '3TT?TF F^ FT R«t> ^ 33fFFT TF^F 
3TFFT tetF F=R FTJR ^ FFte Fl fFR; Itet 3TRTF FFT 

fte Ftet ^ t I 

5. 3TTF7FF7 fte‘ Itelt fRFFT 7TF«N te 

3TFFT FTFftF IfFT 3TFFT FFT WT F^tT tFvFt FTJR ^ 

3rteT f¥¥te tert FTften stf fFTTit f?f$t fter stfft 

3#IFTFt tetF fter 4t FltfMcF FF FfF te FFT FfFTFT3Tf 
^ FT^TTK 3TFTF ^ Rri'Hi FTTFFT I 


(xi) F^tllPlFi FTFn ^ 3TRF : 31-03-2006 

FT^FTtfFfF 

2. fte sMfte FTFt 4 3te?FRT fteTF F7 ^RFF 
fter ^T FftFte FTFTF ^ 50% 7t FFT Rff #TT I 

3^ftfte FTFt Fft 3ft?rtfte rfftf ^ te tfr ffh 
FTFTT t, ^ FTte 4 3ft?ftfte 7FRT Ft f¥rf&T FTt F»t FTTFF 
7#(T fteiTT 3TFFTFRT fteTTT FT ^TFF te FfteRT 
dlMfl ^ 60% ^4 FvF RfT 5 )mi I 


6. IF 3?fteRR ^ ^TT 1 (vii) 4 ftete FTsFT 4 
Wm ^ 3t 1^J|P|«6 FTF? 4 3TFfte ^t4 Ft RFTFF ^t ?F 
3TMWT ^ 3TFFf(T FT RTF FTFT Ft FFR t I 


7. 7TF7FR' 
tetter PdPte, rfft rtt ffTf Ft ter sttete ftf? ftt 
fftrr te ter tte arte 4 sttfft srfFfte, 1961 fit 
m 80|T F? Ftt RF-FRT (4) Ft 7FF (iii) Ft 3RFfa RIF 
fRF RR ^ I 
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8. tot sfratfro "RT^ % 3^ aRfaRjro 

l(xi) 

3TTTOR arfafTOT, 1961 ^ «TRT80^^^^T-«ITO 4 (iii) 
^ TOfa TOT TOT ^ frTR StIsMto W '^ft^FTT, 2002 
^ 3^=rRtrT TO S^fT^T "TOT TO7TT STTfSPT Ffal I 

9. 'q? 3p|*T TC^TT 3?K TfcTO TOTRTO TZZ 

iilbtvtf ^ %, TO^R T^rt 

froft ^\ yfrtfsro ^ fro tot Ft fantFTR Ftm, 

^ : 

(i) TOTOT FT? lTOF£ TOTTR FR ^ TOR SRI 
y^HKH W fTOT TO f, 3 FTO RJTO/^^I 
RJTO ^TTO F?fFFF (l^RTO RJTO F Ft F^ Ft I 

(ii) F^ <s«m 3nltiir*ich m4> F>t itjj ftt fFRT^t 

fcp7 srpfe fFTRTt 3FF 6 ^<%^ FTF F’ FFRT 
Ft FFTF fFTO "TO Ft I 

10. F^ "^RTRt MWR ^TOF^fe FF 

obrn^M %, FTFJR (3T8}f^ SRTRTOFf 3HTO) 

aftfllP l ch FR& FT[ FTOR afo 3^R^T fTOTt FFt FTOF 
(3T^3raM"3F?RF) FT? ^RdlflfRRT TOFT eft 3fd<U|«hdT 3ltR 
<Hcif<d) FF^TO 6RflKK u l Ft f^TR 3tci< u l«6clf 3?tR Fidftflt "TOTO? 

ft Frir (roif^ n totr F>t fPt Ft Rim 3Mfe rtftfctt RTfroro, 

5HlatPl«b Ftf(T afo RTOfa fFFTF, ^rtn FFF, f^ft -11 Fit 
FTO7TTTOT TOTTO FjFF TO RPJTO TO ^ R^FF TOT I 

11. ^RT 3TfFRJFFT 3 dfwlRsIfl RTRft "% RTTF-RTTF 3tVilP IF 
^TOtR, 2002^'7HfReT FTrff TO ^IcH TOT STFfa $^Rff 

TOFT FTfBF; front' FR TOtF ^ TOFfa TOT TO fTOR ^ 
f | Fv?( RTRFFR dM*i<W ^j^K'-i Ftt FTFRT ct RTFFTt $ Fft "fcrcf 
RTTOFTF r£z TFfR?TO FTOTFTO RF ^R^Rfe +1MU«H %, 

TO^R trot "?Tct ^ a TOTO W t I 

12. TO: fK'TO ^ 3T^TO1 ^ fsRT yM4e RTR "4‘ 
fTOl TO TO ^rt RRittiR 3TTO Rrfroi "4’ TO WHT 3TTO 

trot TOT cT^T d«SVl|<H F 3TI^TO TOTO TO, 
arkrtfro ^ si^<h ^t 3T^%r to ^tt i 

[37f«RJTORT. 378/2006/ x FT. RT. 178/116/2006-311.^.^.-1] 

<{W^ "H 7 !, 3TcfR ^P^c, 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 69.—Whereas the Central Government in 

exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 


sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
has framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
the notifications of the Govemment.of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day ol April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Nccmrana 
Phase-1, District—Alwar, Rajasthan—301706; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/201/2005-IP & ID dated 24-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNKXIJRK 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. (0 Name of the : Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Neemrana Phase-1, District 

Alwar Rajasthan-301706 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 644.75 Acres. 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S. No. 

Section 

NIC Code 

Division 

Group 

Class 

Description 

A 

2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing 
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(V) 

Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

: 86.16% 

(Vi) 

Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use 

: 3.11% 

(vii) 

Mini mum number of industrial 
units 

113 Units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 3075.00 Lakhs 

(ix) 

Investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

Nil 

(X) 

Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) ■ 

: 1965.00 Lakhs 

(Xi) 

Proposed date of : 

Commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

: 31 -03-2006 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development m an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% ot the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60%' of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common diluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as arc for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
l ablc given in sub paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 
354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Ind;' in investment by 
(he Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, .shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 


benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 378/2006/F. No. 178/116/2006-IT A-11 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Sccy. 

^ 22 2006 

( 3TTTTT) 

W.3TT. 70.-^T3|fT 37TTR arfafwT, 1961 (1961 TT 
43) (^TFT FTf 3TMW7 TFT TT 1?) TT TO 
80 FT ^ ^ TTOTTT (4) T (iii) £RT T^T TTfTTT TT 
TRtri TT# ITTr, FETE # 1 3T#dT, 1997 ^ ^ FTT3 dT 
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*!TTcT m>T TTsm : 13, 2007/4*1 23, 1928 


31 2002 m4TOW 44 Wit 3*44 4 fm4 7T^ mm.STT. 

193(31) f4r4 30 *114, 1999 4144* cWT 1 3l4m, 1997 4 

mjm 4mi7 ctmT 31 ' i TT4, 2006 41 71*lFm 3l4m 4 

#1 mm.3TT. 354(31), fmmFF 1 3l4m, 2002 4 44* mum 
i-K4>i< ciifui^ 3ih: 341*1 44dm (sk'iPim 41% a4T7im*fm 
f4mFT) m4 3TPm^HI3Tt gRT 44Hl<+> mT4 m4 4t^RT fmf4cT 
347 3Tfa*ifaci ”4) 1? ; 

3TtT, ^44, 4xi4 TT3TWH 7^3 ^sR^d ^mdH^ti xn? 
chKM^VH PdPH<^, t4imm H*4$d «bl4d^ 34*1 
Hmm, fmmmi *?T*f, W£l~302005 41, 4 <sII^IH4 1 

4rtw, 4*171, fel-xte, 71^7*113-332001 4^ 44lPl+ 

m4 mm fera ^7 TWT 4; 

4fc, m44, m4^ mmmr 4, ITT 3if«Rj^n 4 3mj4i 4 
3f4mf7§m m4 4 3imtm miP«Mi mm? 34m 4mTmm 4 fmmfmr 
4 05-2006 41 4. 15/96/2005-314 *4 t*s $4 4 4 

•TFtPfii 3^cT 3ll41*T^ *1T4 3XjHir<tl f4mi f; 

3R, 3^T 3lfmf4m 4) miTT 80 W 3 * m4 3m-. 

mm (4)4 4^ (iii) "gim mrncm 44 t 4* mm y^iPi m>r4 *m*, 

T*m 3TT# Ot 4f?mt 4 7Trm 


4*s 7 Txmmr mr^m 3mxr ^ste (iii) 4 «4«Hi«f 4444* 
■qr4 4 mm 4 4m4 TM7mrm t 43 444emm 4mm43 4^ 
^mtefe 4> i <q)^n Pdftr^ , %itt frnmfmcr trmr 3i^r%cT 
mm ymiPdci f4m «n t 4 3mm 3 wt 4) srfircjfmm mmmt t i 
3T^4u 

tt 4 143*17 mum mmPR 4 4n4 TmrTmrm 44 ^fr^mm 

3t 4 mfem f4m mn4 3^4 kh w=t t i 
l. (i) 3?l4lPi'*> mm nm : <M7mrm 44 s-sR^mci 


PdPm4? 


(ii) HWlPold 7*113 


4mm, ■Pmrnn-mmTT, 
7MW -332001 

(iii) 3^4Pim. *tt 4 mn 4mrnmr : 226.50 

(iv) ywifaa : 


3Tl4lPlch 


mm mmrnrm 


mm 3?4 4t 4f?mi 


3i^mm 


2 mm 3 


fmrnrm 


ymm tt*^ 


( v ) sftertfw 3m4m 4 fmrm : 98.48% 
fmmffrm -Brnmrnmm 4m 
mm mfm?im 


fmmffrm 4m mm 4mmm 


(vii) 3il4iPi^ ^fm4m4 : 81^44 

^mrnm 44ml 

(viii) ymrfmm fm4m (mfm : 6,05, 42 , 000 /- 
7-MM, 4) 

(ix) 4l4lPi^ <jm4m mX Pny, : 3fjm 

fmf4m 7«mm mr fm4?T 
(mfm w* 4) 

(x) 3im4mmmT?mm7 fmmnm mr : 5 , 55 , 42 , 000 /- 
fm4m f4m4 344tfmm7 

3m4m 4 Pci q. Pi Phi tsth 
mr fm4 m 4t Ynfmcm ^ 

(mfm mm 4) 

(xi) 344ffm^ mi4 4 3 xtt4 : 31 - 03-2006 
^4mfttmf«r 


2 . f44t 4lti'iPicb mr4 4 3imm<mmi famim mr 
144m hP< 4'3RT mrmm 4 50 % 4 mmr m4 rnmn 1 44 
4WiP[m> mi4 41 3pl4lPrmi 3m4tm 4 Rrty, fmf4m 7mm mrnrm 
^Tmr t, 4 mTm4 4 3?lei1fm«F 7mm 4 fmmfm mm4 m4 mimm 
7 ifFm frnmrrn simmxmmi mr -^iih 7st 4 m^m mflmlmmi mimm 
4 60% 7T =bH *41 Spll I 

3 . axmmTmmT fmrnmTf 4 Tf^mr (to-m 4 7Tgm^ 7#m), 
mrnrp mmi rnlmmm, ^fmm mim 41mm ^fmmi, zfmmmm 4em4, 
fm^m 3?9Km m4 fmcnm, mioi jm^crH mmi 4413mm 4f4^R 41 
sMfmrnr m>i4<»diH 4l Trmrm 3m4m 4 fmt* f 41 fmmfTmlm 
■|'tt 4 miP u iMm> ffm: 4 3Hm«m mi7T| mncfl 4’ 1 

4. f4r4> 1 3r4m, 2002 41 4. mm. stt. 354 ( 31 ) 4 
^muti 6 43m-47njimi (tst) 4fmfe diPm^i 4mmm*i ( 2 ) 
4 3fcmfem m4^ 41 M,°bm ’^mm^ 1441 344tf4mr mi 4 4 Pmo, 
fmrnm 4Wlf4mi 4m mm 50 4 3iPmrni f47i rniftm mrf m44 1 
^ 7 i y4*H i4 f474 ^mm^ mm 31 mm mn^mr 4 3iPmmi 7 pm 
3irnmr 441m mrc mm*jm 4 mml^m 4 Im^ fmr41 aimm mmi 
frnm mmmml 4 4 i 

5. 3ir^?mm7 3Tj4l<mf, 14m4’ fm441 Pm4m 7im4m 44 
3irnmr wlm 14^4 4mr 3immi tfpi 1474 mm*jm 4 
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fRTTTt RTf*TRRRT R^ UT7T RoTO fR^?T 
37*7RT 37^17)1 ’RTTcftR Vllfaei f ; RR Rtfo R«7T 

utorarf 3737717 3 fcTRf rttttt t 

6 . W 37 fR 7 £RRT ^ -^T ( 1 )( vii) R 7 T 7 RRT 3 

?<6I$rT T RTT 3 37Rf7*7R R^ MRRT ^ ^77 

3#m rS' 3Rpfa ^ 77 m rtrt ^ ttrtA 1 1 

7. 7TR7$TTR 7^2 ssf^Rei sqemA’rf. Tp? fAtrAz 
RV lAUvH fFT., RTTJ7 R7T 37Rfa R^ ^t 7 H ^Wl9l+, RTR? RTT 
HrilcM Rfl7t I#!! fsT77 3TRfa 3' 3TTRR^ srfqfwi, 1961 rA 
RT7I 80 W& RA RR-*TT7T (4) =F 7RS (iii) R7 3^pf^f 7RTO 
f^RT ^snA 7 ^ i 

8. R^RRR 3jWl=h m4> % 3717^7 #tAi?7T 

% ^7T 1 ( xi) "A* fAff^ %fR 7( RR7 rA At fRWR lAriT cA 
3ITRRR srfRfwt, 1961 RA mj 80 Wt RA TTRT7T 4 (iii) R^ 
STcFfcT eim W7T R7TA ^ sMfw RTR? RDHI, 2002 ^ 
37RTAR TIT RT^AtRR 7M R77RI 3 tA%R #TT | 

9. m 3T^«T tAm 3^17 -^TTTf 7FR7RR 7 

'^1^4d ^rrfT^R %., rr^7 t^tA 

fR^Tfi 37^*7777 rA TAr|%4l ^ fcTR 7RR ft #TT, Rft- 

(i) 371^7 RR fRTT^ arm R7 ^ 77U6K £T7T 
3T^R RRTR fRTRT TT[ t , f TTT T^RT/ 

7JRRI 3T«RT cf,fdM4 RS27R7R7 7£RRI d ft R? ftl 

(li) RR ZRR aMfi'IRi RT^T rA 37RfWA fg f faTi^ 
f^lR 3T|PkT favRt 37M RIM T RTR A R^ 
ft RRH fRvRT RRI ft I 

10. Rff fTTTt 7MFTR 7fd f4dM4d 

^wA'd ^IM'Ri'H %, RRTJ7 (3??^ SRTMRRt TRTR) 
afl^lP)4v RTf? RR RRRR 3^R 3T^7^RT ff^ft ^777 RRRRT 
(37«fR aMtft 3M*M) Rtt FTclklfid RRRT ft SRTRRuf aftt 
3Rf7ft RRfRd ^Tdld^Rl ^ ffpr 3R<u|R,df 3^7 3Rf7Rt RRR7R 
^ftRfR ^ Tlf ^d RRI7 Rft Rff 77TgT 4feitR(°h 71^ ' lRdf TlfdcildR , 
dl^tPlR) ftfR 37t7 TTR^fd tRRIR, RRtR RR4, ffc^ft- 11 W\ 
^^ftddl dSIRdl ^fRR Rf TT^RR ^R ^ 7fRR R^fA i 

11. ^ •BTf^TiRRI f '3'fddPsld Wf R7 7R27-7R?4 
3MfRR7 RT^ 7R7tR, 2002 R VIIPHd RR TTctf RR 3RJRRR R7T 
3TRf^ ^ ft7R fRRTf RPR RlfftT pr|<rl4 Pci7 ^77 TRttR 
3TTfct RTR RTR %T7 Rtf f ! 77RRT7 TT^RR 37^RtRR 
Rf RTR77 ^ 77Rvft t RfR ^777t TIRT^TR 7^3 ^P^Rd ^4dM^d 

FR’TdWd RRRftRR fcT., RR^7 IWt ft RTcf ^ 37^RTRR R 
■37RRRT T?RT ft 

12. R^S 777RR7 R^ 3j^4d ^ fRRT RpfRd RR f 
fRMI RRT R^ ft 77TTtRR 37RR7 RfR^q f RRT RfRRT 37RRT 
fRtft ft77 RSR RT '84'H!dd R^f f Sil^R) RTf 3777R7Rt TFRT, 


ftflPlcP Rlfr 3TT7KR RR 37^R RRI fRT I 
[ 3TfsR£RRT 77. 379/2006/TT. 77, 178/133/2006-377.R7.fR.-[] 

ftRR7 Tf, 37R7 77fRR 


New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 


(INCOME-TAX) 


S.O. 70 .—Whereas, the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act ), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas, M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered Office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at Shri 
Khatushyamji Industrial Complex, Reengus, District-Sikar, 
Rajasthan-332001; 


And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/96/2005-IP & ID dated 04-05-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 


ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 


1. (i) Name of the : 

Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : 


(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities: 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & 
Investment Corporation 
Limited 

Shri Khatushyamji 
Industrial Complex, 
Reengus, District-Sikar, 
Rajasthan-332001 
226-50 Acres. 
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Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 

NIC Code Description 

S. No. Section Division Group Class 

A 2 & 3 — — — Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

: 98.48% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use 

: 1.51% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial 
units 

: 81 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 6,05,42,000/- 

Ox) Investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: Nil 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 5,55,42,000/- 

(xi) Proposed date of 

Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

: 31-03-2005 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 


minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the tota} project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. 0. 
354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 


of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking, 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited. Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme arc to be availed. The Central 
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Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
f uture, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

| Notification No. 379/2006/F. No. 178/133/2(X)6-ITA-I ] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

(7TtRr PR TO7TR PJTR 3TTRTO TO ) 

RcTR, 20 ftUHC 2006 

R. 05/2006-RlRT ( TTH ) 

TO.3TT, 71.-7TtRT PJTO STATOR 1962 TO RRJ152 
7TOR (TT) ^ TOtTO RRR TOTR, fTO RRTTOT, TORR fRRTR, 
TO fpTOft TO TOrtTO 1 1994 TO TOTO 33RRT 

FT. 33/94- 7T)rT TJeT (PR, TO) TO 3TRTR TO4 T?R<TTXtTO TO 
RRTtTOfTO TOTOTO TO W] TO "p; PR. TOP, RTRTO, 
TOT TIcR) TO TTOfa TOK RcRT, TlTO PR<$K1 dfOcHI^ 

tot, ttor iron, ?iTO4 TO totototor rtr TO to? r 
76/2 R TO 76/7 TT RtRT ReT 3TMTOTR 1962 TO RKT 9 TO 
TOtTO TOTWT TOTTER 100% PTOF (iTORj) 

TO RZR TO TpTO TO TOTOTOT TOto TO RR R TOffTO TOP 
C TOm fr RTfror to zTOrn rTOtr, tPtot TOtrtr, rtr 
frofa RfTOTT m, TOf TO TO RTOT TO, R'. 3f/2002(006 )/ 
TOTO.R- TOTO. TO TORlfTO TO I 

[TO. R. TO. R. VI11/48/43/2006 TORT P^TOTO] 

TO- 7TO, RTRTO 

(OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
AND CENTRAL EXCISE) 

Salem, the 20th December, 2(X)6 

NO. 05/2006-CUSTOMS (NT) 

S.O. 71.—In exercise of the powers delegated to 
the undersigned, vide Notification No. 33/94-CUS. (NT), 
dated 1 st July, 1994, by the Government of India, Ministry 
of Finance, Dcpiirtmcnt of Revenue, New Delhi under clause 
(a) of section 152 of the Customs Act 1962, l, S. Ramesh, 
Commissioner of Customs Mid Central Excise, Salem, 
hereby declare Survey Nos. 76/2B & 76/7 of 
Devannagoundanur village, Sankari Taluk in Salem District 
of Tamilnadu state, to be a warehousing Station under 
section 9 ol the customs Act, 1962, for quarrying granites 


exclusively for the 100% Export Oriented Unit, as approved 
by the Minsitry of Commerce & Industry, Department of 
Commerce, Madras Export Processing Zone, Chennai vide 
letter F. No. A/2(X)2(006/EOU-TN, dated 01-09-2006. 

fF. No. C. No. VIII/48/43/2006-CUS. POL. | 
S. RAMESH, Commissioner 

( 3Uf2l=R eRTd ■ftTOFT) 

( RRFT ) 

fro#, 2 4TO0, 2007 

TT.3TT. 72.-RTETTR TOz TOTO (RRTOTO TOTO) 
TOTOTOtR, 1959 TO RRT 26 TO TOTO (2T) TO RTR RfTO 
TO 25 Tt RRTO ( 1 ) TO 7RZ (TO) TO RTOU J ' TO, TOTOTO 
RRFR, PTOTO 7ZZ TOTO 3TTT TOrT TO RTF Kl TO TO TO 
fTORlTO TO TOR, ITOTOr R?TTO, TOz ITO TOTO TO^, TOiTOR 
TORT TO TOsRJRRT ^ <7TTOtR TO #T TO TO 3TRfTO TO 3TRRT 
ZpTO ZrRTfTORl TO WTOcT fTOjfRR TOTO TO 3TRR1 TOz TO 
TORT TO^ TO TO4TO7 TOTOTO T TOT R ZpTO TOrTP; RRTRT 
TOTO eRF RT TOTcT RtTO TO, zTO TO TO TO R^ TO, TZZ TO 
■3TO 'fcjT TO fTOTO TO? R fd<TO TO RR TO fnTO TORT t I 

[ TO. R. 15/2/2006-RTfiTR] 

7R7T 3TTO RfTO 

(Department oITa*ononiic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIV1SON) 

New Delhi, the 2nd Jimuary, 2007 

S.O. 72.— In pursuance of clause (ca) of sub-section 
(l) of Section 25 read with sub-section (2A) of Section 26 
of the State Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) Act. 1959, 
the Central Government hereby appoints Sliri Shivaji Rao 
Powar, Special Assistant, State Bank of Mysore, Bangalore 
Branch, as director on the Board of State Bank of Mysore 
from amongst the employees of State Bank of Mysore, 
who are workmen, for a period of three years from the date 
of notification or until his successor is duly appointed or 
until he ceases to be an employee of the State Bank of 
Mysore, or until further orders, whichever is earliest. 

IF. No. 15/2/2006-IR | 
RAMESH CH AND, Under Secy. 

R| fro#, 3 "SRTOt, 2007 

TOT.3TT. 73.-7TsztTOTR (PTOR PR wM 

ZTOR) TO)R, 1970 7RTO 3 ^ ZR-7RTO (2) ( i ) T 7RR 
sldcl ^fTTOTt TOFTt (TTTORf' TO 3F3bT P^ 3TR7R1) RfRrNH, 
1970 Tt RRI 9 Tl ZR -m\ (3) ^ 7RTO (^) ^RT TOT 
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RTRTRRTTRRR : 13, 2007^23, 1928 


TTtotf RH RRTR RR?| mzm, CJcl^KI ^?T 

R7RR TRRTl, faPW, ^ fa^pM RTl RR^ ^ Rfa 

RT) SRffR ^ t^nr URRT RRi£ RRRfRRUt ^ ^tR 

RRT RRRT RRR1 lufeRiR ^ ^ RRta cfi-4-diO RRTRR RRT , 
Rf! H6d «Pfr R>" fi^l'+i «tW R eh4^|(| Piglet) 

^^4' fH^4d RRcft t I 


[RR. U 15/4//2006-3R^ 3TR] 
TTR. t£. RrjftRI, 3RU RfRR 
New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2007 

S.O. 73.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (e) of the Sub-section 3 of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Tansfer ofUndertakings) Act, 
1970 read with sub-clause (2) (i) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government hereby 
appoints Shri Suresh Kumar Rustagi, Clerk, Syndicate Bank 
as Workmen Employee Director on the Board of Directors 
ol Syndicate Bank for a period of three years with effect 
from the date of his appointment or until his successor is 
appointed or till he ceases to be a workmen employee of 
Syndicate Bank, whichever is earliest. 

[F. No. 15/4/2006-1R ] 
M.K. MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


RRTT fcJMHH CNIHd 

R^ pRrft, 26 PfOMC 2006 

m.3TT. 74.-RRRiR RTfRRRRT ufRfRRR, 1994 (1994 
m U 55) RTt RR! 3 ^ £RT RRR VlfarRlT RR RRtR RRR fqr, 
Ud^ctKi, R7R( RUER dc=bM RRTR U WRT fa*!, 3T li 
9 RR RT U?TR U RRRTR [RRHMtH RlfRRRRT RT£ ^ 34>l«blRi«h 
WR R5 RR 4' *T Uj RRR, 3Tlf "5 RR RR1 RRR fRRFIR 
RRRRR 4 mi UfRR R*1T f^rffu R<r1IS«hK RH fRJRR RRcft 
t I 


[m. U TTcft-24015/005/94 

RR7I STr^, 3TR7 RpdR 

MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 

(AAI SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 74 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Airports Authority of India Act, 1994 


(No. 55 of 1994), the Central Government hereby appoints 
Shri Raghu Menon, IAS and Additional Secretary and 
Financial Adviser in the Ministry of Civil Aviation as Part- 
time Member on the Board of Airports Authority of India 
vice Shri Prashanta K. Mishra, IAS, with immediate effect. 

[ F. No. AV-24015/005/94-VB] 
SARWESH KUMAR ARYA, Under Secy. 


UUTT 3 fn TJURT Midi P i chi Clef'S 

( ToT^TR ) 

( (lartJWI 3T^TPT) 

Rf fcpvft, 29 2006 

cf7T.37T, 75.-m#4 RRER, TRRTRT (UR # 7TRCRR 
RRFRRt <£ fRR #ri) fpn, 1976 (RRI UTTlfm 1987) ^ 
TtRR 10(4) ^ SPJRRT] Rf URR 3TR 7JRRT RMFp'Rfn H4M4, 
^URR fRRRT ^ ¥VHUfe fRWTFRIR iRUfeifCicf 4>|qM4 
RTt, TRUR 80 UfrFUcT U 3?faRT RTRRTfuff R 1w RR 
RUfRTRRF ?TR RTRF RR fRRF t Rcl^RT RpUjfRR RRcft t I 

R?T!TrdR7 (RfTRR-IIl) WRR, ^fpRFtR fW7 
"5^1-400067 

[m. U "1-1 1016/1/2005-u RT. ] 
rM ^RR, TqRFTfmTm (URUR RR' R7TRTR) 


MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

(Department of Telecommunications) 

(O. L SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O. 75.—In pursuance of Rule 10(4 ) of the Official 
Language (Use for official purposes of the Union) Rules, 
1976 (as amended-1987), the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following Office under the administrative 
control of Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology, Department of Telecommunications where 
more than 80% of staff have acquired working knowledge 
of Hindi. 

Genera! Manager (West-Ill) Mahanagar Telephone 
Higam Limited. Bombay-40(X)67 

[F. No.E-11016/1'2005-0.1.. 1 

KIRTHY KUMAR. Dv. Director General 
(Coordination & Administration) 


35 GI/2007-U 
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73TO 3^ R14*1 Inch f^rKR TfcltfR 
(• aWyn ttt^ farm) 

M 22 f^SK, 2006 

76.-RF^tR RR3TR ^T, UTfwft SRT ^ TR^R fvftt RT; fRRR RR^ R7RTRR? RRTRR RRT t fa 
^RT R ^rOtd nisei ( il4 R^ R^) RR sffc RTR RPi^ 3TfafHnn, 1976 ( 1976 RR 60) RSJT R1E afa RTR R H<h 

(RT^eft RR 3^Ki) fRRR, 1987 3TpR f afk JR RTR Rf[ RRTRRT t % eHMk RRtR ^ 3Plf%r^f t3Rrf RTSeT 

RHl<< R^RT 3^R fR^FR RftWrfRf A Rq^T RRT RRR RTRTT TjRT; 

3RT ; , 3TR, 7TRFR, ^FT RfRfHRRRft RRT 36 =fft ^JR-RTR (7) 3?fc (8) IRT W^\ VlEkiqT «BT RR^T RR^^lT^R^ 
WTF RTfrFT RteS JSR^R, 92/2/1,4 3TTf^# aq^W^RTfe^^, 3TfeR, 3gH4HK -382 415, ^3RRT 5TR 
WTFT RRT«ftTT (R87T«fm^rf-IV) RTJt “ Rt ^ RR RTf ” ^cTT ^ RReTTR TfRR R%F, 3RRRTfjm RTeR RRcJRTti tR 

%7) R^ nisei RTF, fRR^ RTS RTT RTF “RRT” 1? (1^ JR^' JRR! - RTRT^SRR RfeeT RtJT RRT f) 3^R fsfR ^ jt|'KH fRT* 3TTf RR 
<£/09/06/473 W^M fRFRIRRT %, RRTR-RR Rtf 3^ a^ l fVM RRcft f ; 



^ nisei teiq< 37TRlftcT 3RRR]fFTcT R^eR IWI f I JRRft 3TrRRRfR SJRcTT 500 fRj.RT. 3^R 3TRRT 5 %. RT. 

tl RFTRR win 3RtRTef (~§) RTT RTF 1 fRT. RT, f I cfieFT RflRTR JStel RT^ WR <& 7£RRT R aM4^ [ rf f I 

T^jfPRT RTfe ^ y,sll<+>i ^ 3jfef<<RT RRfa RTt '^RRJTTf c£ lef^ #eB ^ TfRRl ^ #ef5R Rt fRTRT ^rnRTT 

^ ^ sc1 ^ ^ ^ RK ^FRTl RTRTTt, RRRfcTT, TTf^fe OTR 1%^KR P-H^R 3Tlf^ RR wf' xr qRcifHcl / 

FfW^T fRRH wq^TT i 

3fR, TR^R, TRRT a#|ftRR ^RT 36 R»t ^q-RRT ( 12) 11RI "^rr TTfeff RTF RR^ RtRuir ^rrI 

t % 3RR His el ^ ^ w 3RTRT-RR ^ 3TR7f^ RRt'fy'-infqi £RT.RRt %51R, f^RTfR ^ 5T^RR ^\ RRRft ^ fjRRl 

■^^H'iRcl HI set RTF PiMRl fRTRT RRT t, f^fiRd RRt ^T^eTT ^ R^TT^TRT sfa =bl4meH ^ RteH RR^rtjj <q\ ^fr[ ^ 

Pq^ipHa RRt Sf^RefT ^ ^ ^ ^>, Wsfar °hl4meH ^ RteR <m<m ^ 5 m rj ^ li f' rh ^ 

100 3 1000 cRF Rft f5f -4' WF RR 7#R 5 %. RT. ^ 1000 %. RT. 7TR7 Rtt 3TrRR7RR ^rRI RR^ f 3^ “f’ RR 

1x10^, 2x10^ RT 5x10 % , ^ t', Fft RRRRRT RT RTRTcRRT RT ^R ^ RR^RR f' I 


[FFT. R. -^\Trq-2\( 146)/2006] 
31R. FT^RR, fR^TRT, fRfRRT RR fRWR 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 76.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument with analogue indication (Mechanical Batch Weigher) of “GTM1” series of ordinary accuracy (Accuracy 
class IV) and with brand name “WEBER” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Gajanan 
Tiles Mould Industries, 92/2/1, GIDC, opposite Ambica Nagar Gate, Odhav, Ahmedabad- 382 415, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/473; 



The said Model (see the figure given above) is a lever based non-automatic weighing instrument with a 
maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 5kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 1 kg. The results of 
measurement are indicated by the steel yard type indicator. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, working principle, etc. 
before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 5 kg. to 1000 kg. and 
with number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 1000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value 
of lx]0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved said 
Model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(146)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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TO fTOTOt, 26 fREET, 2006 

EF.3TT. 77 . 4H«KK FFT, fTOFF ETfEEFTt FTF FE FEJF ftETF ET TOtER FRF TO EFETF, EF EETER FI FET TO fTO 

EEF fj^[i t}' cffSfcl Efe^f (#3 Ft TO Elf# FTE) ER TOt ETE ETFFT EfTOFEE, 1976 ( 1976 EF 60) FET ETF TOt ETE ERE: 
(ETERI' FT! arpttFF) fWT, 1987 TO FEEFT TO FREE t TOt ^E ETF TO EETEFT t % WMR FEF1 TO EEf'F E TO FEF ETFE 
EEtTOt EFTF #11 '3# fTOTOF EfTOTOFEf E FE?£EF EET FFR EEFT TOFT; 

3TF:, EE, TOTOe E7EFT, TO TOETFEE TO WO 36 TO FE-ETTT ( 7 ) TOt (8) "SET TOT FlfEFE! EF #1 TO 
TO# TOTOfETFET, 12, TOT TOR, FWO^kI, EFT ElTOTO 3TErfEF, 3T^c FTETF-380 026, 7 pEET £RT fTOdlHE F^E EEIEFT 
(■^£n?^TT cpf-II) ET# "EE FE TO TO” ^E3Efl TO 3TTO 7JEF Ef?F, ETEETTOf FTRF FEERET (TOr #9 TOR) TO ETFR E3T, 
ITOtTO ET# EF EE? “#1#” TO (#1# ^TOf RW ETETF TOT ETFR ET^T FET TO) TOlT fTO 2H1#Ki fTO 3# TO #1/09/06/399 
EM^ld fTOET TOT TO, 3 E|TOfF FERT-EE TOt TO 'TOlfETcT TOt TO ; 



TTOT TOscd fq^Pci TO 'EEFT FT! RTF TOT FTETftF FTTEETfRF didd FEERET (TOfR TO TOE) TO I EFfTO TOjEFTE TOFT 
30 fTO.TTT. TO ^ddM ^TEFT 100 TIT. ft EcETEF ETEER 3RFTTR (TO) TO EFT 2 FT. TOi jM TO TO#d,dd TOkT t ITOeT TO 
yfd^ld °4Edd l cEE TO# TO#c}dH TOTE TO 1 TOT7T F?eTO TO# (TO TO Ft) EFR Ef#TTE FEFfTO FEET TO 1 FEERET 230 
EtcrF 50 fTO EcETEFf ETTT fa^d EFTE TO EF# EEFT TO I 

tTOet e# # ■t^fTO # TOfTO e#f TO etef*j<# toefet’ # fTO; TOTO # toft TO fTO eTOtof TO TOett totortt 
TOt etto TO TOTO # e?TO et ftf ^ totTO eteTO, eetTOt, fTOrr^, eTO# fteete fronFF IeTOf 3 TOf TO to? to TOTOTO/ 
EfTOTO TOt tTOn ettote 

TOt, TOTOe eteto, tttot TOTOtee TO ert 36 TO fe-ettt (12) fte toet TOTOTO' et totot ee# e^ TOeet 
ETO ft t fTO FEE ETTO TO TOJTOfE TO fE TOTO-TO TO TOrTO FEt fTOTElTO FRT FEt fTOgTO, tFETO TO 3 EJTTO TOt FEt ETElfl 
# fTOrot TOjTOfTO eTto MTOTO fTOET eet t , fTOTOTOr fTO TO TOTO TOt TOr, eetTOtt alk totTOme TO Tore feerot TO 
#t TO 1 TO?, m TO 50 tE. m fet " i " etf TO TOTO 100 TO 5000 fet TO #r TO etetef eteer TOftrt (e^t) 3 TOt 100 fTO. ft. et 
^tTO TOTOtTO “ 4 ” ERTOfTO 5000 TO 50000 ff 7 TO TOf TO eteer TOrtr (rf) EfTO 50 fTO. ft. fftTO FrfTORE sjeft etr 

t TO?; u i n ER 1x10*, 2x10* ET 5x10*, TO TO, TO EFTcEFT ET EiETTTEFT ^eTO ET 7JE TO EEFFE fl 

[EF. E. E^.EE- 21 ( 137 )/ 2006 ] 
3 TR. th«5T^ee, fTOnFT, Mm : ete ITOtr 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 77. _Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods ol 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of "SSTT" scries oi high accuracy (Accuracy class II) 
and with brand name "SAFEWAY” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Salcway 
Sy.stems, 12, Jay Gurudcv Nagar, Amraiwadi, Opposite Wonder Point, Ahmcdabad- 380 026. Gujarat and which is 
assigned the approval mark I ND/09/06/399; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg, The verification scale interval (c) is 2g. It has a larc 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hcrtz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent opening ol the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) ol Section 36 ol the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5000 for V value of lmg. to 50mg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0 k . 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , 
k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manulacturcr in accordance 
with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(137)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R| 26 fW, 2006 

^T.OT. 78,-rRfIr RRRR RR, fsrfFF RlfRRTRt £RT TR^T fTT^ FT faRR RTRt ^ RRRTR; RF RRTRR Ft RRT11% 
^ -4' Rf% R1FFT (iH Ft R[f 37Ff^ RTR) RTH sfa RTR RTRR7 RfafRRR, 1976 ( 1976 RTT 60) RRT RR sfa RTR RTRR7 

(Pfg#' RR 3Tjq^) fRRR, 1987 ^ 3WI' ^ R^RR t sfk FR RTR Rft 7TRTRRT t % RTRTRK RR[R ^ if ^ t^StT 
RRTSfcTT «Hm, <<^ll 3?^ IqftFT RftlRRfFRt’ '4' RR^RR TtRT RRTR RRRT T#RT; 

3TTT:, RR, RT^tR RRFR, FRR 3?f?#FTR RTR 36 R7t FR-RTR (7) ^ (8) ?R1TO Rlf^Rf RTT RRtR RTR* fR, 
^ 3rt 3 fRTRRF, 12 ^FR ^JR^R rir, SORT^t, RFT RT^ ^ 3TRfc, a^H4 I R l < ~380 026, IJRRcT 3KT Wff^cT F^T 
(R*TT«faT R^- III) RTet “RR RR Ft RT” s JWf? R? 37R7R7 7JRR RlFcT, 3RR^|Rl1 FfcTT 3M<M U I tf^rf ^RTR) ^ RTFFT RTF, 
iRRTRF RTF RTf RTF RRTR f (fRR FRF FRT R7RTR RRR RTF Cl R3FT RRT 1?) 3fft; FRRtIrh fRF 3R^ RR Ft/09/06/400 

RR^fVm f%Ri tpr f, RRTR-RR RTR 3TR RRTlfTTR RTRTt t ; 



TTT RTFRT fdohRi Rr RRTR R7T RT1F RR1 37TRlfRT cftcTR FTTTR (W wf RRRR) t i ^TRft FTfRRRTR STRcTT 

1000 %.RT. 3^ ^RTR ^RRl 2 f%. m tl m RTRRTR 3TRRRT ($) RR RR 100 TIT. fi FR*t RRT 37T$RRFR Rf^T t fFRRH 
TTd y (cl ^ I <1 '1-1 cl MR. RlfRT. 37RRl^cll RRTR t I RRiTYT FcRFfor si<h)s ( TT^f ^ "gt) qf<u|m RR^Tcl RFRrfT "f ( BMRi^ l 

230 RfcR, 50 Rr4w<il *m RRRT RT rrR rttri t I 

Jrdl ^'‘ ,J| ^ T* <hRiR<=H 1 H vFll RR RRRRJtjf oRR^Rf ^ 73^1^ "R Orv-| t^fR RldR-4 *ft fobRI RIRRI 

3^7 RTRel ^ RRR R R^ RI R1R t( RlRlft, RRT^frR, Rf^fe RRTRTR f^R RjfR Rt) RTcff R7 R^RcfR/ 

RfRRfR RRf fRRTf RTTRUi 


r '^> ^ ■STfRfRRR RR RRT 36 RR ^JR-RTR ( 12) ^IR RRcrf RfRRRT RR RRH RR^ RR RkRI 

RRRt t fr RRR RfSRl ^ 3TRR1RR ^ ?R RRTR-RR ^ RRt fdMdl ?KT ^ fR^TR, iRRTfR ^ 3T^RK 3^ TJRt RTRT^ 

R FRRR 37RRllRR hTscI f%RI RRI t, f^Flfni RR) sjWT ^ ^ Ft ^F, RRTMRT 3?^ eh l ^M I dd ^ RtRH RRRRRT Rt 


FIR Rl 5 Rl. R RT RRR .RfRRT R7 “I” RPf ^ f^R 500 T\ 10,000 RR7 R7[ RR R RTRRR 3TRRef (RR) R%R 50 %. RT. R 
3TfRR7 3TTr 5000 tR^.RT. RR7 Rft RfRRTcTR ^RR] RTR f 3^ “f" RTR 1x10*, 2x10^ RT 5x10^, ^ f, r) RRTtRRT RT ^TTTTrRRT 
^JRfRT RT ?]^R R3 RR^RR f| 


[RR. R 1 . RR-21 ( 137 )/2006 ] 
Rl^J^IR, fRRRTRT, fRfRRT RTR fRRTR 



[SfFTlI— 13*5 3(ii)] 


: uRstf 13,2007/4*1 23, 1928 


155 


New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 78, —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the non-automatic 
(Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “SSPF” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class 
III) and with brand name “SAFEWAY” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Safeway 
Systems, 12, Jay Gurudev Nagar, Amraiwadi, Opposite Wonder Point, Ahmedabad- 380 026, Gujrat and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/400; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per 
cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz alternative current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate. Sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale . 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 5000kg. and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5x10 k , k being the 
positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer with the same principle, 
design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

U" No. WM-21 (137)/2()06] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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% 26 f<0H7, 2006 

^T.3TT. 79.-%%% tU'tvK 371, f3f%T 3lf337IO 110 73% 377J3 %%% 37 f%317 3773 37 MVdi^OF 7731W3 % 031 t f% 
^TfEf^-4' 3%13 3fed (%%%0^ 30^7%%%) 313 3% OT3 3H37 3#ppj, 1976 (1976 37T 60) 331 3H 3% OT3 01337 
(OTFdl 371 3TFK3) frw, 1987 % 333% 37 3T^f FTOT f f% dMMK 33% 3% 373fo O % 333 OTOd 

33I%1I 3313 7%01 3% fofOd OfTfTOfclO? 0 33f33 7%T 3313 37731 7%TT; 

3ET:, 313, 30%3 7173717, 333 3%%%T3 37t WO 36 3% 33-0171 (7)afo( 8 ) 1171 33W 7lf%13!33 3%0 37% FO% 7 T% 
73%T30, 3,37317133 7%7, %37 7T3I3T7 07%, 30J3O7, l3%ld OFT 7%, 30%%! 07%, WFO313I3-50, £171 %%%% 0730 
OWsfcIT (331331 3^-111) 31% “ffi 3d 30-%" *jl3dJ % 313737 7J33 TlfFO, STTddlfdO %d3 303773 (°%33 %d3 
R#3-37IF3 3%%%) % OTFd 37T, f%71% 3% 37J 313 "%d%3 73)‘d+H" t (fdO FEW 33313 333 Ofed 37 FT 331 t) 
3% fdO 3Tjqfc3 fd^ 3% 33 %/09/06/559 30^16 f3731 331t, 3T^3%T 30F1-33 31% 3% 337 lf%T 377 % t • 



333 3%d f%f7fO 03 3337 33 d% Od '313Tf% d73dlfd3 %d3 333733 t I :?03vl 3rf33313 3031 200 f%.31. %R 
^J333 3031 4 1 %. 31. tf 703133 013013 OOUd ("S ) 371 3T3 200 31. tl 337M 3c3%37F13te (3d f %) 33% 3f%T13 33%%3 
FE3T t | 3337731 230 %7d, 50 F3% 33313% WO f%J3 330 37 37% 377311 I 

7^lf%3 3% % 33373 % df3f733 Odt3 33 37333% o^Rf % f%3 7%d3 % 03% % fd3 %d«K % f%31 31003 
3%. Olsd 33 %TH % 3F% 31 313 % 703%, 331331, 7%% F13010 f%0133 f%£T3 30% 37| 313? 37 3f73c%/ 

3%3%1 3F? f%31 3100111 

3%, %%% 7T737R, ^530 '3lf3f333 37| 3TO 36 3^ ^3-310 (12) % 333 3lf%%f 33 33TO 3773 3F EkOI 377% 
f? 1 % 333 HISd % 3T|H'lsi % W 3300-33 % 3f?l%3 3% f%%ff31 ^10 FTlt f%%3, f%31F3 % 30J7TT7 %7 F7f) 703% 3 
"^0% ^IHlRd %Fd 1%3f%l f%31 031 t.Mofk T% »J13dl % %^ % %37, 331%31 %7 37T%Od'3 % %OPf F337731 % FlO 
% 5 01. 71 31 "371% 3lfa37 % OH %%% 500 3 10,000 337 %t % 3133H 3%Od (03) TlffO 100 f%. Ol 3 200 f%. 
Ol. 337 37l 3%03733 ^301 3Td f 3% *%’’ 313 1x10*, 2x10^ 31 5x10% % t, % 3317337 31 ~5 fe^||rH3> Tjprf37 31 % 

710^-3 f'i 


[371. 7T. F^33-21 (212 )/2006 ] 
307. 31^7^33, f3%137, f%E37 313 f%lT3 
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New Delhi, (he 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 79._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Models described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to 
maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions, 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) ot Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument with digital indication (Person Weighing Machine-Coin Operated) of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class Ill) belonging to ‘CLO-K’ series with brand name “CALTRON SC ALEX” (herein after referred to as the said 
Model), manufactured by M/s. Caltron Scalex, 3, Namarayan Centre, Nr. Satadhar Estate, Bapunagar, Nikol Gam 
Road, Jagdish Estate, Ahmedabad-50 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/559; 



The said model is a strain gJiuge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 200kg. 
and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. The display is of Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
type. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same scries with maximum capacity in the range of 100kg. to 200kg. 
with verifeation scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘c value ol 5g or more and with e value of 1x10 , 
2x10 k or 5x10*, k being posijfv,? or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manulacturcr 
in accordance with the same pripciple, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 


35 GI/2007—5 


[F. No. WM-21 (212)/2006J 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W.3ff. 80 . -3ksft3 30, forf%3 3Tf437l4 £171 ^4 37<pT 444 37 f3317 34 4 3Y31£ 3F 7T31W3 Ft 031 t % 
^ 44 4 44 wm (44 4 4 3R^ftT 44) 3T2 4k 013 01337 44330, ]976 (1976 30 60) 301 312 4 013 31337 
(Tfeft 30 3^ifKR) 1987 4 4 37^03 f 4k ^ OT3 4 7T3133T t f4 3101317 33)o 4 3l44 4 4 333 ofeel 

33l431 331R TTs^lf 47 f4*FT oRfooflfot' 4 431 3£T3 37731 T^TT; 

777307, R33 44330 4 0171 36 4 33-3T7I ( 7 ) 4k ( 8 ) £TU 3£73 'Rlf^rRTT 30 33kl 37fo |0T 4 tt 4 
7^731377, 3, 373T7133 427, f337 7731017 >0-22, W^d'K, Rlklet TTTO ffe, ■Jio<{kl y,4<i, 373301313-50, £171 fcjfnf4d 0*33 
R«7l4m (33l43134-III) 3l4 “ ^«Oi/4-77t 30 4 373737 7J33 7Tf|3, 31 Wlldd 3fol3 3H^<U| (443 3307) 37 

(f^^^TT^^xjfe^^r-nqrt) 4kfork 3730)33 1% Wi 

^ 4/09/06/560 TlO^fod fo73T 031 t, 30f0fo3 Wl-77 3T17t 4k 330fol3 3Rcft t ; 



ofoci kojifo 4 r 3307 30 4 te 4 cj ^rmifer sreqwfad ofon twi ( 44 r 3307) t i ^334 433733 >3031 

30 73 4k *oo3i 100 for. m ti tttofh otooft 373 ttrt (^) 30 oft 5 for. m i \ %m ttrt 37 t 4 t?[fft 433 1 forro 

m 44T3 Olffo 371435^3 33T3 t I 33031 RcTOfol ^fofo (T^T ^ 4) 33?f ofoOlO 707443 37731 t i 

230 4^2, 50 FR4 yc^ricfcfT «TRT f4|3 W 37 37l4 37731 f 1 

t7#tt kfo 4 4 srfaRcKi o#o 4 t 339^1 o3^f 4 4 f4o "fotefo 4 4 fr 4 foro 4d*K 4 foroi oitttoi 

^ ^ ^ ^^4 To4 TTTOOt, 3S7l4m, fosfTTT, TTfofo 'FTRTIFf, fo^KH f44F 37Tfo 4t ?mf 37 3fofo3/ 

3 f 734 r 3 FT for 31 ■ 4111 , 31 ! 

^ ^ 4k, ^F^kf 777337, 733 37f4473 4 WO 36 4 73-WTT (12) 4 333 444 33 3373 3773 ^ 3F 4 T91 3Rcft 

t fo7^ 7 33 3T^ T 4 37^44 4 ^7T 3303-33 4 3734 377t fofoofdl ?J7T 37lt f44l, fei[J7 4 >33pR 3fk R77t TTIWt 4 
f3774 JTjktfkT "FlfoeT foPlWd fov3T 3311?, fkfofkF 37?t P J7373 4 44 4 4^1, 33l431 3^7 394HMi 4 'dlcf-7 333703 iff Fl4 
4t 5 3T. 4 3T "3774 4WF 4 ‘4” 3R 4 %4 500 4 10,000 337 4 451 4 3T33R 4?TTR[ K^^I^TTftTl 5 33 4 4t7 

100 33^337 4 37^13313 S733T3Tc3f'47 i fo' , 3H 1x10^, 2xl0 % 3T 5xl0 % , 4 f, 4 W30for3TWWrrO^ 'T3f^; 73^ 

773333 4 i 


[33. 4. ^0^TT3-21 (212 )/2006 ] 
3TR. 3T?JO|33, foklT, fof337 313 foW3 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 80 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (weighbridge type) with digital indication of “W/B-C30T5” series belonging to medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class III) and with brand name “CALTRON SCALEX” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), 
manufactured by M/s. Caltron Scalex, 3, Namarayan Centre, Nr. Satadhar Estate, Bapunagar, Nikol Gam Road, Jagdish 
Estate, Ahmedabad-50 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/560; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge 
type) with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5kg. 
It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect.The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates 
the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circnit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 100 tonne 
with verifeation scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘c’ value of lxl0 k , 
2x10 k or 5x10\ ‘k’ being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(212)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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pf TO#, 28 fTOPI, 2006 

^T.3TT. 81 ,-kTO PP, fTOd PTfpppk £TIT TO TR^T ftTO PI fTO< PT# ^ P?PT^ P!T UPTPTP Fl PPT 3 fp> 
fTO k pf% PTO (TO k Pf TO) PT2 TO PTP PTO 3#m, 1976 (1976 PP 60) PPT PTP TO -qrq PTPP> 
(nTsell PP ) fpPP, 1987 k PPPPT PT 3 TO ^P PTP PTf PPTPPT 3 TO PFTTPTI TOp # 3Tpfp k PT ppp pTOp 

ppTkpT pptr TOft TO fpfTO TOkTOrkf k sh^pp kpr fftp pfft TOtt; 

mi, 3R, P#tF FIPPI, PPP TOfpPPPTT PTIT 36 #TOPKT (7) TO (8) £KT FpFT TffpPPTPP PPtP P#fP Plfk 
PPPTfnT TpPIFT?TO, 3pPP toTO, TO P. 203, PT3T TO TO, TOtPI PT3TP, uHdJJI, P«P TOT SRT fpfpfTO P^P PPTPPT 

(PPTkpTpk-II) TO “3TR TOT 3-9001 ” TO^ 1 PT PPPP IJPP F%P, 3FPPTf#T TOp PFPPFT ( TORN WR) ^kpfepTPP, 
faTO TO PP PTP “ [sklTO” 3 (fTO fP^‘ ^1# MVPIcl PPP PTO PT^T PPI t) TO fkrk spjptpp fkf .3pf #/09/06/412 
PP^TOp fTO PPT 3 , 3T^PMP FPFT-FP TO TO McblfVld PEPt f ; 



PPP PtTO TO Pq^Pa TO TTPPI PP PTI TO STTPTflP ( SFPPffkd TOpRTF FPPI PP) PTPTP PFPPFT 3 I eTO TOtPTPF 
^TPPI 30 TO.Pl. TO ^ddM STPPT 100 PT. 3l PPTTFP PTPPTP 3FPITPT (3) PP PTP 2 PT. 3 I WP* TO TO^cH 3 RPPPP 
PTP pfpPTP ^FPPTPTPT?PPT PTfp! 3pTOc|dd PPTP 3 I PPPPT PIPTO TOfc (PpT 3 #) TOT PfPPTP dM<[3|d PFP1 3 | PWFF 
230 TOP, 50 TO 5 * TOTTOf PTP TOpT PPTP PI PTpf PPPT f 1 

TPffTOT TO P^ TOPPT ^ PTfpflPP P#P PP P>TO«f TOTORf # %P TOT^ P TOP ^ fprp ptcTTO Pt fTOTT TO?T1 
3fk pfgcT P^ fppf[ k PT TO k‘ PPPR PTPPt, PPTSfpT, fSTOP, PtTO TOTPTP, fpPKP TOPP 3TTfp pfl PTPT PR pftpfpp/ 

pftpftfp TO TOn totpi 

3rk, %TOp peto, to TOrfppppft tot 36 pR tp-to ( 12 ) to tot ^rpdk: pp Tot pep to„ to pttot pept 
t fpr TO TOPT ^ sTOTO ^ TO PTOT-PP PT TOrfp TO fpfTOpT TO TO fTOP, fTOTO ^ 3EJTO ^k TO ptTO k 
krok pt^klfkd ettot pp RTOp fro ppt f, fkfpfkp TO $ kk Ft kpr, ptotpt ski ppTOptp ^ pto tppptt kt 

TO # fkfpfkp TO *j^T ^ kk 3t kpr, p«pkpr kk ppTOptp ^ Toft ptotp kt TO pp 1 fk. tp. k 50 fk. m ppt “3” 
ptp p^ tTO 100 k 50,000 pprpkkTO itotpp ptpptp TOirer (ep) kk 100 fk. pt. pt top TOppt pt “3” ptp ^ fTO 500 
k 50,000 PPTPP^rk TOPTPP PTP pfpcT 50 fpT. PT. PPT pk TOTPkTP TOT TO t TO “3” PH lxiok 2xl0 % PT 5xl0 % , ^ 
t, kt TOPPT PT ^PPTPPT ^ TI^P k PPTO^ t’l 


[PP. P. ^TO,TTP-21( 129)/2(K)6] 

3pi. pt^i^pp, fTOrp, fTOpr ptp TOtp 








[Will—'3(ii)] 


mcT 13, 2007/dh 23, 1928 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 81._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) ol Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model ol non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy Class II) of Series-RXE 
9001 and with brand name “DILIGANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M7s. Rukainam 
Enterprises, Apexa Apartment, Flat No. 203, How Bag Ward, Napier Town, Jabalpur, Madhya Pradesh, and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/412; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type loaded! based non-automattc we; 
working on the principle of load cell with digital indication ot maximum cap ‘Cty 
100 g. The verification scale interval «-r ;> ’ • ? g. It has a tare uevee wdn a per c 
The Light Emitting Diode display hi *t.s d... weighing f esd\ , I >•*'• >,; * »' 

alternate current power supply; 


i isfsd'f'sKm (Tabic top type) 
os 30 i'.g and mi.iin, <m capacity ol 
:eui subtractive retained iarc cOcct. 

i'. or j, -.. .... V T; '0 l»c:v/ 


In addition to sealing the stamping piatc, scaling is dor.v to prevent opening o f me machine loi irauuulcm 
practices and model shall not be changed m terms ol us 'uaiciia>, • . • sn w <■ 'u. 

etc. before or after sale. 


Further, in exercise of the power- c*cmared by sub-see -r s 2) of Section jo ol me. s - >'• 

Government hereby declares that this certificate o, a • •roval of the said Model sh-ili also cover die v.< -‘mig mstrumc t 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same scr;es with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. mio with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 300 to 50,000 lor e vaiue of 1 mg. to 50 mg. and with number ot 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for *e’ value ol lOOmg. or more and with e value 1x10. 
2xl0 k or 5x10 k , ‘k’ being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

IF No WM-21M29V2006] 


R. MATHURBOO n-iAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^FT.3TT. 82.-Ft## R7FR FT, fFf#T Tnf'RFT# £KT R# TR^rT ftR# RT fTR FRT F RYF^ F? RRTRTT FI RF 11% 
frife "4 Ff% RlSd (## # Tf^ FT^fF FF) FF 3# RTR RTTF 3TMTFR, 1976 (1976 FT 60) FF FTZ 3# RTR RRF 
(PTF^lt TIT TihK*i) fwi, 1987 # RRFRT F RfFR t 3# |R FF FTl ITW t fF d'lldK T F T T Ff 3TFfR 4 # RFT RTRd 
FF^fFT FTTR RFTT affc MRF RftfRFFF R RTRFF RF KH FRFT R#T; 

^ ; . JR; Rt## R7FR, FFF rM#m F>t RTR 36 T# "FR- FR ( 7) 3# (8) £TR RFF fIfTF FT RF«t FRF FT 
TFvHpJi R'Ti<y]'j\JH'3i f 0.RFO RRT##, R#d T. 20.3, RTF «tR F#, RrTF RTdH, THd'^T, RER R#T FR fafTpid R£RR RF#F! 
(RF*#! Ft-III) FIFT “ 3TR RFR1-9002 ” ^TFFTT F 3TFF RRF R%F, 3RFFf#F FRTF 3WR1 (R#FRf RFT7) F FTFFI 
FT, fFRF FR FT TTF “fedl'W” f Cf#R sTRR R?RT^ TFT RTRFT FRT RF t) 3# f#R RiRKd 3# RR 
#/09/06/41 3 RHd,<fVld %FT RF t, 3T~[R#T RRTF-RF Rf# 3# RFlfRF FT# t ; 



TFd ’«T RF TFfF RFRFT7 FT TFT RRF R#F RE RFT FTTRlfTF ( 3EER#TF WFl4 3JFT7 FT) FTFET FRFERT 
t I SOFT 3lf FFTR «TRFT 1000 fF.RT. #"3 “RFE 5.TOFT 2 %. RT. 1? ( RcFRR TTO T-FOd (F) FT RTF 100 FT. t I TFT' 
FF FEERTT RfFF t fFRFT FF fTtTTT cFFFT'TFrFFv Ft# FTFFJTTT RETT t ! RFTR! TTETF FTFTF (TRT 4 Ft) RTF TIER 
tT-rrr.i ff; - ,F * j FFFR| 230 FTTF, 30 Fd# FcFTF# FTTT FFTF FT FTF FRFT t I 


• FFF : F FT 3-T!r:TJ h-. 
TF# FT FTF F oFF3 


- y ' : >T TTc^F ^FFFTTf FT fcTQ, TFR-TT FT FFR F Rm, TTTFTFF # iFFT JIIRF 
FT#. -fFJFcT, fSFTT^T, Tlf## FTFFTF f#FKF te 3#^ FT# FT MRjTdd / 


TT f( 


RiFITi 


i-^TT, FaTIF TTTFF., TFT FT FRT 36 FT TF-FTTT (12) ^JTT TIFF FlfFTFl FT FFFT FRF fR F|T FTFF1 FRF 

T IF I.'}-.■ FUTd F FFRTFT F TR THTHT-FF F^ 3#% -JRT fFfFFfm ^RT RF? f0416, flRff|F F 3TJRTT '#T ROT RTR# R 
iFOR V, dR'|f<;,.l FRF FT fTRtR fFFT TFT t. TFrTRF RRT s fl2TFT F RR # RF, FRT'RFT RR FTFTTRT F FTcTT 3MFTTT # 
#fn FT fFfFftm RRt 5i R3c ; TT # # RF, FRT#F 3 -Ir FRTTid'd F cf#TF RTFRR # RRT FT 5 Ri. F RRR RfRF F “4” FT 

F frrT 500 R 10,000 FF Fft Ft R’ RTTTTT RR.T 50 fF. F. R 3#FF sm 5000 fF F. TF FT RfFFTTR RRTTT FT# f 3TR 
“■? M RTF ixKV*, 2xHf F 5x10*, # t, F RTRRF F FF i cHF "'JRfF F F RFTcR fl 


[FT. R. RF^RR-21( 129)22006] 
RR. FFTRFR, fFtFF, fFfRF RTT fFRTT 





[WI—3(ii)] 


W wm : ^FFT(t 13, 2007/^ 23, 1928 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 82.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class III) of Series-RXE- 
79002 and with brand name “DILIGANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by 
M/s. Rukainani Enterprises, Apexa Apartment, Flat No. 203, How Bag Ward, Napier Town, Jabalpur, Madhya Pradesh, 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/413; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
working on the principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity 
♦ of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare 
effect.The light emitting diode display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 
50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to scaling the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent opening machine for fraudulent practices 
anil model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle etc. before 
or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 5000 kg. and with 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for ‘e’ value of to 5g or more and with ‘e’ value 
lxl0\ 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (129)/2006j 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3ft 28 2006 

^7.33. 83 .-ftftft 7T7337 37[, fftfftl Trfftrft £171 3ft 377£T fftlft 37 Mm 377ft ft 33 73TT3H ft 3311 fft 

333 fftft ft 3ftra ifer (ftrft ft ^ stt^t ftft) 3T? 33T 3T3 to srfftfftm, 1976 (1976 3 tt 60) ftft wz 331 -tot mm 
(ftfeftf 37T ^HKH) f333, 1987 ft 33ftft ft 3 T^t f ftft ^7? ^13 ftt 7T33HT t tft eT317TT7 7J3l3 ftt 373fft ft ft 3371 ftfeel 
33TftlT 7^31 37ft fqfft-1 hRR^Hi-hT ft TT^°RT T^T MRI1 3>77TT TiftlT; 

331:, 3T3, ftftfa7T73T7, ^333 3Tfftft33 ftt 3T7T 36 ftt33-3T7T (7) 3ft7 7J3-*7r7t (8) ^TTT T33 ftftlft' TT WT 3ft 
p;ftTTTf t^tt ft fftwm3i fft., 3333 ftft3^rftft ftirftift3ra, 3 i$h^iv9,^t73i grTrfftfftft 
3^3 33Tftl ft ^1-11) ftt *'| T7 ft" sjWcT ft 3ft7J^Fftft, 3T733Tfft fteff TWI (fteW W7) ft 

ftft 3T, fftft ft 33 313 “TT^" t (fft 3733^ 333 ftel 3^T 331 t) ft fft fft ft TT 

ft/09/06/411 TW^fVld tft3T ‘TOT t, ^3144 W3-TO ftt ft wfftcl 3T7ft t; 

3471 His el ( it-4 ft Tf Tfll^Ri ftt) 3^ Rl'J’Rl "ft M'+fK 33 317 ^el 3T37lRd 3H4>< u l (ct«ic1<ilM y<*>K) dleli 3M«+>< u l 
I I ^Tlftt ftlWT ^THcTT 30 fft.TTl. ft ^HcIH ^331T 100 TIT. tl 733m 3IM3H SRTTTel 2 TTT. |l W$ W> ft^eH ft<T I 
ft7T3TT 7T7f ftm oJTcI^vhicHcH ^nftcT ^Tlft^eTn 7T313 t I WP3 3c7lftv ^TTfe T77f cfteH gRuilH ‘J^ra T7TI t I MTil 
230 50 ^ 5rqiTcff ^171 f^tT T7 T7p4 '4T7411 i TTflf^T'l ^ 7% ^ 3lRlR«W T?Tfa ^ ^TIITT ^ %7 TO 

WfT Tl 73^3 W> %r *»ft T^TOF^ ^fl fer ^TTT 3Tl7 FfeeT ^ 77FT71, t^jTTfT, SNU1M ^Rt 37lf^ 

^ ^7 ^ mRc|4h ^7 «n 77^ I 



~m, Wr-^VA 7T747R TO7T 3tfqfwr ^ ^TRI 36 cR-%TT7T (12) ^TTT 3K7T 5 mPw 4 "47T WT ^ ^T^T wt 

t % ^47T TTTSeT ^ ^ W WIT-T^ ^ STcPfcT T?ft RlMcll ^TTT 37ft fto%, fs^TTT ^ 37^77K 3^7 37ft 77mrft ft, 

fftrrft 347T 3^fttf^7T ftf^eT RlMui f^TT ipn ft, fafaPfa 37ft ^ ftft ft ft^7, ^?7T«ftn afft «+»l4MlcH ^ 3teH 

3 .q-^<u| ftt ftfft ftt 1 fq. 7JT. ft 50 fft. TTT. ft “ft ” 3H ft left 100 ft 50,000 TO! ftt 3ft ft 7Trqm MIMHH 3T7TTR3 (T^T) ftR 
100 Ift.TTT. ^1 377ft ft “ft" qR ft ftR 5000 ft 50000 m ftt ift ft WIR sftTIel (T^) Tfe 50 fftefftTF 3^ 

ftt 3ftft^7rq TOT 3Tft f sfk “^“313 1x10*, 2x!0* 3T 5xl0 % , ft t/ft TOTOT 3T 4jU||rH4i TjqfsF 31 ^ ft TPR^l tl 


[TT. ft 3^Tnr-21( 141 )/2006 ] 
337. 3T^7^37,, R^l=h, Mm 3FT fftlFT 




3(ii) ] 


•qR?T 371 TT5TT5T : 13, 200723, 1928 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 83._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 ot the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “ENT" series of high accuracy (Accuracy class II) 
and with brand name “ENDEL” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Endel Weigh Systems 
Private Limited, Anand Chambers, Near Old Gujrat High Court Railway Crossing, Ahmedabad-9, Gujar at and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/411; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of 100g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. In addition to 
sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall, also be done to prevent opening of the machine for fraudulent practices and 
model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle etc. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50000 for V value of lmg to 50mg and with verification scale interval (n) m 
the range of 5000 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and ‘e’ value of the form 1x10“, 2x10“ or 5x10“, k being a 
positive or nagativc whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer m accordance with the 
same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(141)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W.3IT. 84.TRRR RT, fafSO RPTOTRI {JRT TR^cT frq£ R fefRR R# ^ ttyrr; RRTRR R? HR t fR 

im fwi 4 nisei (Ht^Hf 3#) hr afo hth hrr 3TfaiHHH, 1976 (1976 rt 60) ct«tt hr afo hth hrr 
(PTS# RT 3?^q^T) fHRR, 1987 # 3Wlf # ^ ^TOT f % 3THf*I 3 R? 3HH RT5R 

siiIK 7#TT 3fft fqP-M hRPwM Tf T^HT HRR HRcfi #01; 

3R:^3T?, q^lq mqiK, 3HH arf^m ^ VTO 36 H??HH-rrt (7) 3lfc (8) s^RT TO V l PfrlHf HTT TIH?H HR^ ^ foref 
fci^SlPi«W 7HW 3^%, T3m H. 248,f^H 1, HTH tHRHlR^, HWTH, %HTH^ 5RT 

^U1 )^ HT^ “ ypr RR ^t-501 ” i^m\ R 3TRR 7JHH H%H, 3^RpTO HTTO RHHTOT (3fHH MR) HT HT5R HH, fHH^ HTS 
RTHm“fR3T?”t (f^^^HTOT^RHHHTSRH^TTTRrf) 3H^RH^t/09/06/563 WF^TOtHTHT 

TTI t, ST^R^H Wl-^ RRt 3^; RHrrfTO HRH? t ; 



■3^T HTsei HRT P^^Pl ^ 3THTR H7 HR T^R STMUci a) eld ^ | ^=tT| 3TfH=bdH $TRHT 50000 f^T.TIT. 1? afo; 

■^nH SHRT 10° %.RT . fl 7H HTHH HTHHR 3RR1R (l[) HRHH 5 fa. HI. %\ 1RIR RHT STRRt^R f fHRHTT TO ufHTO 

'^q'fteidlcHdh *flfRT ^H^eid 3THTH i I 'drn4^ siqls TKTf HftHTH 3U^ld HHHT | | -grp ^RUj 230 Hfa, 50 

I^RcHF#? RRT f^cT HR H7p4 HHHT i I 

■^Slf^^FT kH3 R[ U* i< * ) ' 1 ^ 'nfafal RHtH HR kHi^f oqqeKT «£ fa* WieH H <fad ^ %!?_ R[ faqi ‘3ITTRTT 

3ik TO ^ f^\ it ^ HT ^ -3^ TTOt, wfaT, fM?3, ^RRTRT to TO? R[ Hf^f?fc!/ 

RfWfo #f vSn^TII 

^ ^RT 36 ^?R-HRT ( 12 ) gRT ^71 7TlTOHt‘ ¥R?R ^6# ROTO ^Rcfl 

t % 3=W HlSd ^ ^ WHO-R^ ^ 3i'ci4d ^ft PqPiHfdl ^RT ^ft P^i^m, ^ STJSIR 3$ti. ^ft TfRRTt ^ 

hT-s^i ^ finfii %RT RRT t, f¥¥% RRT *fsRTT # ^ # t#>, R?3Rfcn 3^7 ^ l ^M l dd # ofepf ^RfRR H? 
KW # f^PiRci 3# R8IT8^ sf ?7 ^RftnTO ^ cflTO ^JTOTO H? of? 5 HI. -R ^ 3 rfll^ ^ “f ’ hr 

^ 500 7^ 10,000 ^ ^3T 4* WTTO RR 7f1%cT 5000 %. TIT. ^ 37fH«F> 3^ 150000 %. TIT. cf-R ^f? 3#TTOR ^RRT RTR 

tm <4 f’ RR 1x10*, 2x10* RT 5x10* ^ t ^ TOIRR7 RT TjRfo Rt ^R # RR^R f I 

[RT. R. TOT-21 (202 )/2006 ] 

3TR. RT«JT^RR, fd^TOi, f¥^R RTO f^RTR 




[Will—73*5 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 84.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of “FSD-501” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class III) and with brand name “LEO” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Leotronics 
Scales Pvt. Ltd., Khasra No. 248, Kitta 1, Village Kirpalpur, Nalagarh, Himachal Pradesh and which is Assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/06/563; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
50000 kg. and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with a 100 
perecent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity between 5000kg and up to 150000 
kg and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for V value of 5g or more and ‘e’ 
value of the form lxl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured 
by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the 
said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (202)/2006J 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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28 P<vJh«k, 2006 

^jT.3TT. 85 .-ch'iO’H RTT, fR%R RlfRRTTCt ^RT ^ 1TC<JR tTT^ RT fRHTT RTRf ^ MSHIc^RF RRTRR ff RRT t fRT 

R^rT VM *f Rfecf (rH Rf Rf ^]<J>id ^§f) RH RTR HHR> Rf^lWT, 1976 ( 1976 RTT 60 ) rT«TT RH sfft RTR MHR 
(Rfeeff RT? 3T^r) iHRR, 1987 Rf RRRRt RT 3T^R t RTR RTf RRTRRT t % RTRTRR RRtR R7t STRpR R <qf RRR RTRH 

R^^T RRTR T®RT affc ffc RftfwfrTRf R TT^Rrf ^RT KH R77RT T#RT; 

37R: 3TR Rp<ffR 7RRTR, RRR 3?fRfRRR RR RTR 36 RTf RR-RTR ( 7 ) ( 8 ) £TR RRR RlfRRRt RR RRtR RRR |RT 

fciq'klPlRR T^V RT*.RH fH, 7RRR R. 248, fRHH 1, RTR iRTTHcl^, HIHHlcS, feMMd R$?T RTR fRfRpfcT RRRR RRIsfal (RRl^RT 
R^-III) RTH Rt T(R“201 " ^JTScTT 3TRTRT 7JRR R%R, 3T?ct^ 1 fcrlcl cftcR 'dMR.R-'l (tRH HR RRTR) Ri RT5cT RTT, fRRH RTTJ 
R^l RTR “%3R” t (f ?r3 ?R^ R7RTR RRR RT£H RRTT RRT %) 3^7 37JRRR fRf 3Rf RR T^t/09/06/561 RR^f?TcT fRTHT 
RR1 t, 3TJRKR HRTR-RR HTTf 3?ft yRlP?ld RTRt! tl 



RRR RtSel RRT fR^fR 'fpR RRTTT RTT RR RRT RTTRlftcT RTcH ■dMRRR t I HTRl 3Tf^TRRR ^RcTl 30 fRT.HT. Rt7 ^JRRR 
^3RcR 100 RT. t i RcRIRR RIRRTR 3RUM (?) RTT HR 5 HI. t I ?RR TiRT 3 TTRHcTHH f fRRHTl RIcf yPd!> I d RqRRcH i cHR 
Rlftcl 3RRR^RRT HHTR t I HRTT7T <JcR4r> ^THT^ (RRT i T\) HR?f RfRRIR HHRMcT RTRTT t I RRR7RR 230 RTRZ, 50 Tp\ 
RcRTRrff R?CT fR^?T RRIR R7 RR^ RTTRT t I 

RRftRR RRZ RP ^IRTR ^ 3?Pclf<Rri R#R R7! RRTJ^f RRRFlff ^ %R, #cR R RRH R3 %q; Rldd-< Rt tRTRl RPTRI 
33k Hl-Sd 'TT tRRlI R RFR RT RTR R RRr) RTRRt, RRTsfal, tSRT^R, Rf^fe RIRR1R, fRRTRR f-H4M 3Rf^ RTl Rcff R3 RftRf^R/ 
mPrPhR Riff fRRl RTRRT I 

RR^fR R7RR, ^RR 3TfRpTRR RTT RTR 36 R^f RR-RTR (12) R RTR RlfRcTRI RR RRTR RRR ^R RF RtRRl RJRft 
K RRR RfeRI ^ 3RJR1RR ^ RRTR-RR RTcPfcT RRt P=lPHMfdl ^KT RRf PR^Id, P^^it?d ^ 3TJRR 3fk RRT RTRTlf R 
"PRR^ SrjRfiRcl RTRR MdWd 1R7RT RRT f, fdPdftd RRt ^j^cTT ^ ^ ^f t^RT, RRT?4cTT 3$\l Rl4M l dd ^ RTcFT RRRRR -q\ ^TR 
R1 100 fR.RT. ^ 2 RT. RRT RR ^ fRR 100 ^ 10,000 RRT RTf tR R R7RTRR RTT M T d 3TRRR (RR) RR 
5 m RI RRRf 33pRRT ^ ” RH ^ %R 500 R 10,000 RRT RTf RTRRR 3TRRR (RR) R%R 50 fRT.RT. RRT RTf SlfRRTRR 

niRRT RT^ t 3R7 RH 1x10^, 2x1 O' 51 ' RT 5x10‘'\ H f, Rt RRTRTRT RT RTRlcERT t sfy ^ ^T RRRRR f i 

[Hi r. TS^Tnr-21 (202)/2006j 
RTR. RTR7RRR , fdRTTRT, MRRT RTR fRRH 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 85 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of “ECS-201” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class 111) and with brand name “LEO” (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Leotronics 
Scales Pvt. Ltd., Khasra No. 248, Kitta 1, Village Kirpalpur, Nalagarh, Himachal Pradesh and which is assigned the 
approval mark IN D/09/06/561; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity oi 
30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening ot the machine 
tor fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value between 100 mg to 2 g and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for Vvalue of 5g or more and V value of the form 1x10 , 
2xl0 k or 5x10 k , k being a positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 

been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (202)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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28 fcWQi, 2006 

"3>r.3Tr. 86 f<?fr<i urferft sm ^ tort rt ^ ^ ttrtrh Ft rrt i % 

^ R Rffa W ei (RTR 4t Rf Sn^Ffh *7#') W 3fk RTR X TR3T ^TfafRRR, 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) cTRT RR afo RF7 RFR7 
(WH T1 ) f^i, 1987 ^ 3W7 «* 3?g^ t 3?k W RTR R& 77RmT1 fa cRTTRK #T RTt 37Rfa 3 R* 7RST Rfed 

R^TR TWT1 37h Mr^R Rf7f3*7fcE7I R vT'RfRR 7fa RRH RRRT T^RT; 

f^RTm* ST5*2 fa., TJ7771 T 248, fa?ZT 1, RTR faEWT^, W, fFRRRT £RI RtRR wfa ( wfa 

T9-H1 i T-4 “^ Tft TEFF-301 ( R^9> l *i MR) ^ RTFd RH, fa7fa WF 

^ " t (fa$ frr xr^ ^ ipn f) afe faR 373 ^ fas «nf rr tf/09/06/562 * %ri 

T9i it, srpte wi-^ ^rrfr sfh RRjrfa* ERcft i i 



^ ^ ^ ^ 7PR7 R57 RR RPT aTTRlfar cttcH FERRET f | ^ STfecW STEcT? ! ,000 fa.ET. t 3TR 

^ 2 fa. m t I 7WR TO spto (i) ^^lOomti^'w 34 t^4^r ^far i fron rn 

■bqqchd-UrH-h RTfal sn^Pnmrat TcTT^fa *pte (T^f SRtf Eftr^ ^ f ,^230 #?, 

50 ~t‘i*1 EcERcff RRI fTsgrT ERIE E7 E7TE ETT?17 F | 


^*7 ^ ^ ^ 3T ^f^ ^ qF4 chs^uf o^mi -% faR TsTlcR 74 7PfRr ^ fair R fa s pR Rt faET ^irrrn 

3TT7 TO4 ^T ^ ^ ^ TOTT ^4Jt,' fe^4, 7?fe ^PTOR fTO^T f^RT ^f^/ 

T rftrf% rftI tai ^mrim 


3TR TE^TR STf^TTR ^ft ^4RI 36 ^ TR-tUTT ( 12) ^RT ^ ?rf^ ^T ^ ^ ^ ^RTI ^ 

t pfeel ^ 3^Rkd ^ |7T TREE T4 ^ 3%tb f^mfcTT ^RT TRT f^gTRT, * 3^7TR 3^7 TTTOT! 77 

f^7T77^ <^4,Hl[^d nlsd RR Pinf u I fRRTT T TRI T, tq'fd'fHd "3-HI *J7sidl ^ Fl 'R=h, R^TT^IcTI 3f47 '^R^fqTpH ^ cffcH RRRRTR R1 
FIR # [qpif4cl 3 <h 1 s J<2icll ^ ^0 Ft RTT, R^n^rfT 37R «hl4MIdd ^ d'icll 394v7 ,J f Rt FTP "3H 5 7TT. RT R7774 37fl^7 ^ f ” Tin 
RT %R, 500 77 10,000 CRT TTt tR R RPTFR RR 77%71 50 %.HT. R ST^RT STR 5,000 %.m cRT 7 $ 37fWcR7 STRcTT RTct F 37R 
“f ET7 1x10' , 2x10* RT 5x10*, 7* f, ^RORTRT RT Tjrrjfo RT ^ TTR^T f I 


[^ 77. F^7R7-21 (202 )/2006] 
-37R. RT^RR, fRFTRT , M?RT RIR f^fR 




[*nnil—wrs 3(ii)l 


•TO °FT 


13,2007/^ 23, 1928 


171 


New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 


IN GW L/Ciiii, 111 - 

S.O. 86 .-Whereas the Central G ° v " n "“^ conformity with 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in e . P < ^ d |hc Sla ndards of We.ghts and 

to maintain its accuracy over periods o, 

sustained use and to render accurate service under varied con ^ (g) ^ ^ 36 of (hc sald Acl , 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferre ^ ( ’, ( of the model of non-automatic 

Z: Kufa’ilvm^eSr;;::, Nalagarh, Htmachal Pradesh and which is assigned the approval 
mark IN D/09/06/562; 



The said mode, is a strain gauge type load 

“ s,hc " d8hine r " 

addition to ^^^^g/g^i^pt^e'uhanged^in^terrn^of^stnaterial^accuracyd Z^l 

lor fraudulent practices and model shall noi oe cua h 

working principle, etc. before or after sale. rl ; nn not of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred y su sec mode! shall also cover the weighing 

Government hereby declares that *is ceruftewe o »PP r ™ maxjmum capacjty between 50 kg and upto 5.000 kg 

rr '2ZZZ1-SS rSSSEl- - - - - 

the said approved Model has been manufactured. Na WM-21(202)/2006| 


R. M A!' Hl1RBOOTII AM 


Direvi 


Legal Metrology 
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[Pari H—Sic. 3(ii)j 

^t 28 2006 

(■Rf^ff ^ WW’WJlWm, 1976 ( 1976 RR 60) RRT RTR *W RTR* 

ftfRfira rrr RRiefar erf (7,^ <rf_ n ) ^ ..^ ^ , 500 .. a ™_ 4^2™7f : ^ 5ra 

- *»“» ««*« - ™». "***»« i* «. - 

m ^ ***** , *** stawisw 

==Er-^- 



’ W * Jm ' fe3n ^- WTOIR, <?f%R frfSTR 30ft ^ -CT R <rf| RfterfR R fRRR RR RRT I 

R?RmiRRWt 

ftprt -3^ WRRfa ^ ^ fam f^STIR R7 SI^RTTsftf RRt RTRRi 77. 

™?ZZ£2tZTtZ £7 J? ™*W”*™™™*»* ™ A .00 

^ Jrf™ _R * L ul ^ 1 * 5000 “ ^ ** ” *roa OP) RftR 50 feRfmiR rrt 

^>1 <HlN°hdH <THc[[ ^TR t 3TR $ ttr Win win * ttt -a 4* : . t _ 

* X U ’ ~ !(j ^T 5x10 , ^h ?, «FT tfurHoh ^I^unrH^ Tjujf^ zfj ^ ^ 


[RH. R. ;^tjtr21 (79)/2006] 
3JR. RT^f^Rf, fRt?TR, fgffq^ RR fcRfR 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 87. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class II) of series- BT- 
5500” and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Enterprise, 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/555; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (fable top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 5500g and minimum capacity of 25 kg. The verification scale interval (e ) is 500mg. lt has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED)indicatcs the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening ol the machine 
tor fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg to 50mg and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with V value lx 10\ 2xlO k or 5xl0 k . where 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manulactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 

manufactured. 


35 GI/2007—7 


[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^T.3?r. 88.TOTOd RTTO7 TO, RlfTOR* 5RT ^ Mi R? fsRTK TOR R^TO RRTFR ?T W 1 

1976 (1976 TO 60) RTF 3^ RR RRRT 
(lffS 5" ^ ]9 87^^RVf ^ 3T^T f W TO TOt RRFRT t % RTOT7 FRET ^ 3TRfR 3 Rt TOT RTTO 

77§EtT 3ftT fRf*FT TTftfwfNf ^ TO^TO 4rRT TOR TORT TlN; 

y rttott, toi 3jf#m to! tot 36 ^ *rtot ( 7) afc (8) tot rtot *ifaralf to wfri tor* 

*r tott io ( Rfcft %5Rf, fttot frojTRR ^ #i, w to, to* 2 , to^to, ^ 

T*! ^ ^- ni > ^ *-30*" i*m * 3TTOTO 7JTO *f*T TOTOfTOT R*RR TOTOT (^R TOR) 

TO, TO? ^TRTR “<fce" I R^T TO t) 3^ M ■3T^R f^ 3^ IR 

^T/09/05/556 Rh^ia fTOTO TO f, ST^rTto FRTR-RF TO* 3^ TOTfTOT TORT? f I 



^ ^ ^ 3RiR ^ ^ ^ (^TOTTO TOR) TOTOT f | ^Rrot 3?fTO<TR WR1 

3 ^~ m ^ TOT 100 WR t I RcTOR RTTOTR 3RRTR (f) TO RR 5 FT. t I TO 1 * TO 3TT^R t fRRTOT TO? 

^^ ^ qche11lrHct; ^ t I TOW R?r4to 3RTO (TTR il£\) TO?f F*RR RfTOTTR TOT^fc? TORTT t i 

TWTR 230 RTO, 50 £<4 nrqiqdT FRT fTOgF FTO TO TOR* TORTT f | 

_ , _ TRffiRn w * ^TOF * .anfilftw RTfft ^ ^TRRRf ^ %R R TRR ^ %ir RtRRR »ft fe] RTRR 

#K Hl-S cl F4 fR3F R RRR FT RTR R ^R^t RTRTft, RRT«%T, fS^I^H, Rfe ^RRTR, tRRFR fa^TcT 3TTf^ ^ Rfff 
Mf<«4frlri/"MRoff^fcJ RFT fopRT R l ^ lli 

, . ^ ^ STfRfRRR FTt RT7T 3 6 FTt RRFRT (12 ) ^RT 3RRT TTf^TRf RTT WT RR4 fR, R? R^RTT Wt 

^ ^ ^ ^R.RRRTO ^ ZRpfo MTOT SRT ^Rt tR^R, -feRT^ ^ 3FJRR RTRT^ R 

fRRR TO ^3FJRtf^T RfeR W*T fel RRT t, f^R ^ft «fWRT ^ RRTRcfT ^7 RF^RR ^ cTO TORR 

FT irfn #100 fR.FT. R 2 FT. TO “3” RR ¥ %TT lOO R 10000 TO Fft -$ RcRFR RRRR 3TTi(iR (TR) RtT 5 Rl, R] RRR 

RfR^ ^ “ 4 ’ ’ RR R %R 500 ^ 10000 TO FT R RRRR 3RTTR (TR) R^cT 50 %.FT. TO FT* ^fTOcTR TOT RT^ t* 4* 

4 RTF 1x10 , 2x10 * RT 5x10*, ^ "t", R 1 TOrRFT RT FRTTcRFT ^yifFT FT ?RT R |~'| 


[TO R. ^^ Ttr-2 ] (79)72006 ] 

37R. RTSRfSR, f^TO, MTO RN fRRR 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.o. 88.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series- 11 BT- 
30K” and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. ShTee Enterprise, 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/556; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table lop type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
lor fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with V value of lxl0\ 2xlO k or 5xl0\ where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance- 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 

manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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TO fed), 28 feFdT, 2006 

^>T.3Tr. 89. — ^TO M RTR’K TOT, tdfdd RTfRTOTTt "gTO RTO fdTTR RT fadK TOTd TO 'MiMM TOT TTRTRR K1 dTO |t fTO 

^ ^ q ^ ,a ^ TO fe‘) TOR 4 t RTR W 3TfTOdRR, 1976 (1976 TOT 60) dTO TOR TOtl RF7 RTdTO 

(RiTOdI TOR R^HKd ) fd^H, 1987 TO 3Hd TO" TO TpR % <TOt did TO) RRIcidl o' fTO ddidK ‘51‘^fpT TO) 3TRfR R TO) Rdd h)TOh 

dTOfe «HIR tTOrT 3fk fTOfTOd RftfefdTO R TRJdd RTO RdR dTTdT TOdT; 

3RT:, 3R, TOdOd TRTOR, Rdd 3TfTOdRR TO) TOR 36 TO) RRTOR (7) TOp (8) £TR TORd TTfTOTTO TOT RTOR TOTd pi, 
^ TO) WIT 10, TOd) feTO, dPTOT fdTORR TO fed, RdTdT dRT, dTO 2, RTfETT, 3TOTOK, RRRd TO fTOdfTOd 

TITOT RTOTOdT TOf (TOTO TO?-III ) TOR “TO TO TO-1000 tTOTtTO” 5 TOdTI TO RTOTO TJdR TTfe TOTdlfTO dfe RRTOER 
('^d^[4 TOR) TOET^TOT,1feTOTOSTOTdTR“fe"t (fe) fe fHTO TOTTO^RTOT RT5R TOT TO t) TOp TOr) ST^ERR 
fW 3Tff TO TO/09/05/557 TO^fTO fen TO t, SPjTOdd RETTO-Rd TOP) TO)r RTOffTOd TOTd) t; 



TOd ETSTd TO" ffed TOd y^K TO TO EdT 3TTTOf7d TOR (TOTOl4 3TTOPy RRTOTTO i? S $rTO) STfRTOdE £TEdT 

1000 frofrro TOk ^tote mu 2 fTOTOroE t i teeter eteer torter 100 to. t 1 tor* to etTO ^ch ^fe t Irogro to 

iTOro STTOTOTrTO Elftd 3d4d<jRd TOR t I ETOTTO 3 cT| 4 to TTETd 3fe TOR EfelH REfed TORT t 1 RETORT 230 TOR, 
50 fd4 TOTTddf TOT fejd TOR ET TOP) TORT f I 

Rf^TOT TOR TO) TO74 TO SrfdfRd TOltd TOT TOTOJ 0 ) ^TTORf TO feR, TOR RR RT TOR TO fTOT 4t TOR9R fTOTO 
TOTO afo TOd TOTO TOl ^TTO TOR), TOTT^dT, fe dlSd, R^R TgRTIIM, "df^R t^T^fd 3dfd TO TOT R TO^ qRdcfd d fTOTO TO RTO I 

■TOk, TOdO-M TOTOR, RTOT TOMdTOT TOt TOTT 36 TOt TOT-TORT (12) IRT TOR TOfTOriTO TOT 3PTR TOTd "p;, TOT TOTOTT 
TOTdt t fTO TOTO1 nTs<rt TO TOpfldd TO p WR-RTO TO TOdTOr.TOfl fqPdHfdl TOR TOl) fTOTOd, TO 3TpTR 3TR TOT) RTTRlff 
TO, PddR Rdd RT^R MdlTOd fTOTO dTO t, rqfdfHd dTO) s fTsTcTf TO TOTO Ff RTO, RTOrTOdT TOk TOlTOMIdd TO dtdR TO T ' TOT ' d 

TO TOTO TO 5 tor to rrTO arfroro TO “i" tor TO TOro; 500 TO 10,000 dro TO) tr TO* rttotot tototr TOrtr (tot) r%r so 
fTOTOmd TO -TOTOro TOTO 50,000 fTOTOrod dro TO) TOrtoctr aroro toTO t TOr ‘TO” rr ixio *, 2 xio * to sxio^, TO t, TO 

TOTORTO To TOTOTcITTO TjUjfeh to TO RR^TOT fl 


[TOT. TO. ^^,RR-21 (79)/2006] 
TOT. RT5pf«R, fdTOlTO, fTOTOro RTR tdTOd 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 89. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 oi the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-ill) of series-" BPF- 
1000” and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Enterprise. 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/557; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000kg and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (c) is lOOg. It has a 
tare device with 100 per cant subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and up to 
5000kg with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with 'e value 
lxl0 k , 2xlO k or 5xl0 k , where ‘k’ is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials w'ith which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^7T.31T. 90. -TrR? R<TH TT. TRiFF RlfRTEt £RT RR RRJF TT fRRR TR T WRR[ RF RRJRTF FT FR] f % 

UmV R Rf®TF RIFd (FtR Rf R3 •JTT'yTf'-: TR) RTF Rft RTF RTFT 3TfRfFRR, 1976 ( 1976 RTF 60) cT^TT RTF 3T^ RTF RTFT 
(RTFFTt TT RRRTRF) fFFR, 1987 T FFRRT T RRTF "f RE RE RTF Tt EElcHI F fT FFTTFH 1 ETT r ] afft REfE "4’ R) RT^cl 
RRTRRi ERIE. WTT ijR MET FftftarfcTRf R FFREF RET TER TTFT #FT; 


Rn:, EE. REFTE E 7 TTT. REF 3 TfEt 

v"” ERR reeert? iTf'T etzihvtf , R. -I, T 
RTETP 560058 FET fRtzl^rf TcR RKJTRFT r; 
FtFTR ROET’I ( ZEFETTF TER) T R ' kd T;. 
RET F i RE ERR 3TRRIFR fRf Tlf FF FT < j« 


--i-TTR Rft RET 36 Tt FF-RET ( 7 ) 3TR FFRK? ( 8 ) gRT FRET FlfTTET TT FRTR EEF 
»R RF, fRETRT RfRP T FTR, RETER) EFT, fFET REEF EtE, FFRTFTTlt, 
■: ■: ERTRFT Tf-11) ERE < A{RM< r 1M,-RZT" ^<2iR[ T 3TTT T^RE Rf%cf. SEERlfdd 
RTF TT ETE “TR73TR33T?-RRf" F (fRE FEE FET FTRId REF RTS FT TFT 
; i":<t'564 EH^Fvid fTRT TT F, 3^RKH WTO ETE ^ R FTTfEF REFt t ; 


ZTT RTFT FT f^rfcT Ef Tfqq ftt qn Ed 3TTRTftF FETE (ZEFTETF MT() FFTEE F I FETt 3TfRTFE JiRfRT 3() %. 
m m ^JTW ^RRTl 1 00 T. f i ^T-T] RTim WIFf 3 RRT 2 T. t I Wl' FT 33 ITI^H t fRRRH 7 IR RfdRRT 
^TTTTTTTTE ^iRd RT^dcJcH 3T0TR ? I TORT Zr^4<6 RFTfe T^T RtRH mR'JIR 3TfT! TRTI R I ' 3q<M ’ Jl 230 RTRZ, 
50 RZ^T TRTRcfr RRT T Tt4 RRcH tl 

wmrn rtz t rttr >e arfdlw ttr tt ^trfri t %tt ’Rh tr r rr,.] r- %tt_ ^ Itrt rttti 

RR RTZR TT fRTT T ^ RT TRTR TRT RThTH , T1TTTT, 1%RT^T, RfTZ TPT9TR, Rf%R fR^RT 3TTfc T T9 R T^ Rfj ^dH 
9 fm R] TE I 

3R{. TTT9 RRTR, RTF 3TfRRRR TT RET 36 Tt TT^TR] (12) 'gRT TRT TT TTET TT^ ^Ti, RF MIN” II RRcft 

F fT TTT RTFT T 3RJR!TT T FR RRFTTR T SRRirT TRt fafREfcTT ^RT FT) fR^JF, fFTTFT T 3T^RR 3^ TR) RTRTTt R, 
fTTRT -RRRTfFF HlSd f^lRRW fTT TTT %. tol-flTT TRf T ^R FT RT, R?T]RfT F^R M>|4mHF ^ FRET ZRTTT RT FRT 

T ! fR.RT. TT 50 TR.R1. T ‘ F' RTF T teR iOO R 50,000 FT Tt R3T R RrTTT RPTRR 3RERT (RR) 3TR 100 fR RT. RT FRR 
3rfRT T ‘F RTF T %R 5000 TT 50,00<:> FT Tt RF R TTcTTT RT9RFT 3RRRT (RR) TffFR 50 fTcTlRTR FT Tt 3#-TTFR 
ERTFT TFT F RR “ F ” RR 1 x 10^, 2x 10" T 5x I 0". T "t", Tt RRTrET T RTRTtRT RTfr T FJRT T RHr[6F 'f’ I 

[TT. R. FTR RR-21(163 )/2006] 

TRE. RTTR&FT, fFFTT, MET RTR fTTR 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 90 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in contormity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods ot 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model ot non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of “SLA-JT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy 
Class-11) and with brand name “SRI-L” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. SRI-L 
Automation, No. 9, 1st Main Road, Near Veeranjanaya Temple, Sanjivini Nagar, Peenya 2nd Stage, Hegganahalli, 
Bangalore-560 058, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/564; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operaties on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening ot the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagiam, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) ot the Section 36 ot the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number ot 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg. to 50mg. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and V value of the form lxl() k . 2xlO k or 
5xl0\ k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

N,:. WM-21 (163)/2006] 
R. M All 1U R BOOTH AM. Director of Legal Metrology 
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('Jrrnfro tthhf 
T i 26 2006 


^T.31T. 91 — 1 TTTTTfa TITTf^JTt fW7, 1987 ^ 1W7 7 ( 1 ) 73F (7§f) $ 37j777U 4 T7TT7 


^71 RcipSKI =b7dl ? fa fad PEdfa PTfat fa falTPT fafa 3Tp7jfa fa fafa Pp f fa RSTTffa Iff Tp t :- 

scq 

7772*77 

RPTfaf PTTfafa ■HM e t>( <4>i) fa) 777^1, 

pfa fafa fafafa 

pfa HKdln HMHi ^777 3nTct^fncl 
PTTfaP PTT37 37PT7 FTTfaf, fa^ 
fat^ Ft, fa) 7772*77 afk pfa 

TPTfal fafa 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3771 P77 7048 : 2006/377^ P77 37) 5778 : 1998 
TTcT pfa 77pfa MlfatPlebl-sfat Hl77H7lfa fTTRT 
tr (p777T pfafaTT) 

377^ P77 7048 : 1991 

31 37T777,2006 


^ ^TRrf^r TFTT <F) TrW T77TR TRT7 72$, TFITT PcR, 9, W[7 PT7F 717 Tfpf, "if f^crft-! 10002, sHR 
fTcrfl, TTeFFTcTI, ^4 77«77 7TE5I 4>Klf*BiT : 3I6H«WK, 39 eft 7 , Ttw, ^7^7, TPTRFJ7, 

7 F^, t^TRK. W7R, ^TTJ7 ; TZTT, ^ <1*77 ^ ^ ZPPF3P t I 

[ 77 . zt^Tt/^ft- 16 ] 

TT^TT pTTR, ^\U<b ipr psf 7^73 (zt i Tf) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 26lh December 2006 

S. O. 91. In pursuance of clause (b) ol sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau oflndian Standards Rules, 1987. the 
Bureau ot Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the schedule hereto 


annexed have bo 

en established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. Year and title of the Indian 
Standards Established 

No. and Year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 

Established 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 7048:2(K)6/ISO 5778:1998 Ships and 
marine technology—Small weathertight 
steel hatches (Second revision ) 

IS 7048:1991 

31 Aug., 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau oflndian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and its Regional Olfices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also 
Branch Oflices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur. 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. TF.D/G- I6j 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist F & Head (Transport Engg.) 

28 1^77^7, 2006 

37T.3TT. 92.—tTRdl'9 TTPP7 ^ fZPF, 3987 ^ fW 7 7 c£ FP-1ppp (1)^7^ (73) ^ 37^7”! 3 PK#P 

v ci<^S! 71 3 rf«RjfaiT 'FTcTI t fa ffa HKell <7 TTZfa ^ fa^TT fag 3 I^xj) p fa) Tp f TPlffa Ff TP. f j- 
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3T^Tt 


wn 

7TOTfTOT TORN TORE(TOTT) TOT TOSTO 
spf sfa TOt^TO 

TOTTO £RT 3dRlsEfHd 

TOTOtTO TOTTO RTOTOT TOTTOf, TO^T 

Sfitf i\, TOT TOTO 3?R TO^ 

^TOTfrorfMTO 

(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

TOff RR 13450 : (TOT l/TO^TOT 1)/ 

30^60601-1-1 (2000) 

fq^a 'iHdhf TOT 1 '^TSrTT 

3T3TOT 1 OlHl'cU TOTO-fafTOrRl'4 fR^cT y u iici1 ^ 
fTOR TJ323T 


WTOT 2006 

2 . 

mw 13450 : (TOT 2/TO3TOT 32 )/ 

- 

RTOTO 2006 


3TT^Rt 60601 -2-32 (1994) 
pqfe ' cRl ' q fsTSpT *TF1 2 ^SJT ^ f^TQ. fofW 
Sf^'RFT 32 ST-f^RTO "^PTOR ^ 7TT«T rFH 
RTel RTOKt <5 h*<*k 

3Tl| RR 15732 : (WT 1): 2006/ 

33T^ TR3 33t 8600-1 : 2005 

yobifm') ^VsPi4>V 

ST^cTTly^ q-q 3?R 
3RT: fafo»c«l ^f4dqTRFf 1 


TOTO 2006 


^ irofa -qn^f ^TRcfPR TO ^7t, TORE TOR, 9, ^7 W TOR TOf, 110002, TOTOTOTt: 

: 3^r^TTO, RlTOt, '‘F^TOR, 7^, tTOR, 

WJ7, =hHH T, HHIjff , TORT, ^ cTTO fcRETOPTOJRT R fefl RTORR t ! 

< I chin TORT, 3*11^* THR "7R y y<2l ( dMUR-sl ) 


New Delhi, the 28th December 2006 

S. O. 92._In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau ot Indian Standards Rules, 1987. the 

Bureau oflndian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDU1JE 


No. and Year of the Indian No. and Year of Indian Standards 

Standards Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


Date of 
Established 


(1)_(?)_ 

1. IS 13450: (Part I/Section 1): 2006/ 

IEC60601-1-1-(2000) 

Medical Electrical Equipment Part 1 
General requirements for Safety 
Section 1 Collateral Standard- 
Safety Requirements for Medical Electrical 
System 


(3) ____(4)___ 

— November 2006 


35 Gi/2007—8 
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0) (2) _£)____(4) 

2- IS 13450 (Part 2/Section 32): 2006/ ^ — November 2006 

IE C60601-2-32(1994) 

Medical Electrical Equipment Part 2 Particular 
requirements for the safety Section 32 
Associated Equipment of X-ray Equipment 

3. IS15732 (Part I): 2006/ — November 2006 

ISO 86001-1:2005 

Optics and photonics-Medical endoscopes 
and endotherapy devices—Part 1 : General 
requirements 

Copy ot this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan. 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Otfices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur, Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvunanihapuram. 

[No. MHD/G-3.51 
RAKESHCHANDER, Scientist F& Head (MHO) 

tfercft, 2 2007 

^tT.37T. 93.—‘HKci'h ^TFT^ fWT, 1987 ^ feqq 7 ^ :yq-fqqq ( \ ) ^ Tsfe ( 73 ) e£ -q qKdlo 

^TcTT t fer "#3 ^ **TFT«Fr(TO f 



9f7q 

WIT 

WfarT '‘TRcTO HH«f) <*f| WIT, 

#£*7 3^7 ^ 

Wt*FT ^ WTT faf*7 

TTTTiqq Cllq feq 
w\ ffffa 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 11639 ( 'HPT 3) : 1996 

WHICH* feWf-T TOT 3 

Hinin ferp 

WlTO 7TTOT-3 

2006 

31-12-06 


^ UfTOI *IK<fa TITO ■ 5 fn, WTOT ■TO, 9, ^fl^m ^ 7 ^,^ 1 ^^- 110002 , #1 dTOHdl 

Chld«hiai, TOT TTTT^T <4>l4H4i : TOcfel, qtW, ^ddVdT, 3feTORJ7, 


WJ7, ^FTJ7, TOT, ^ TO fd^cH'dl^q q fTOT* f I 

[FT. STP^T 14- r a-33] 
tt. tTTf. 4-i pfe fd<^ich(^T ) 

New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S.O. 93.—In pursuance ofclausc(b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule7of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which arc given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No., Title and Year of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and Year of the 

amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 11639/(Part3): 1996 

Amendment No. 3 

31-12-2006 


Structural Design of Penstock—Criteria 

December 2006 



Part 3 Specials for Penstocks 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavgn, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, 
Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. WRD14/T-33] 

A. M. DAVID, Sc. ‘E’ & Director (Water Resources Deplt.) 
ferft, 2 2007 


cRT.3JT. 94.—' FTTcfa FFRT ^ twr, 1987 ^ faFR 7 ^ (1)^7^ (fS) SFJTTFn 3 

SJjTf Md^&lT T arf^Rjf^rcT ^TFTT t f^R ^ f°|cu u l ^ ^ t 3 T^lpMd Ft ^ i? 


3T^ 

96H 

7HBMI 

-MUdld FH37 (^T) ^ TOTT 
^ 3ft7 

“Midi 9 HH < +j gKI ^Pd*f*R 
■RRdfa -RPRT 3T«T^I ■RFRTt', ^ 

^Ttf Ft, ^ 7T7s9J 3?fe ^ 

T^rrfTcT 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

15681 : 2006 

31^b|U| (^cbUilq ^FR)- 

ftfd 7=ff%eT7 


30-11-2006 


^ ’ HKrP t ^ MH=h F^t "yfdilT 'MKdl9 MH=h ^tt, HH+ , 9, TTTF 'd'M FT 7 !, ^ PtcxdV 110002, : 

f^RT, FvW/r ?. -ciu^n<g ,cmi ttttsi : ^^wk, ^t#7, frtr, 

, ^FT57, dl J !4<, T fZR, ctaj! PdCdd'-dl^.H F f^ft <5McW f I 

[77. 5/#-25] 

TT in}. FfSTF, A ' i ' (^TR 7 T 77 T*H fa*lFT) 

New Delhi, the 2nd January. 2007 

S. O. 94. — In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 

the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the dale indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. Title and Year of the 

Indian Standards 

Established 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards, 
if any, superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Dale of 
Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 15681:2006 

Geological Exploration by Geophysical 
Method (Seismic Refraction)— 

Code of Practice 


30-11-2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No.WRD5,T-25] 

A. M. DAVID, Sc. l E f <fc Director (Water Resources Deptt.) 
Tf 3 2007 

W,3TT. 95,—‘MHd'ld Hf-T°b' ®^[t fTFT, 1987 =Ft 7 ^ ( 1 ) off WS (7iJ) qp JTJTTTR F FTTrfft HI1=h 

■^JTt Uri'trfKI 37fq7jf^Rt + <dl 7> fRTT *7KciUl HM«h °B1 PmmCI dH STJTfyft ^t" P<\MI 3 TAlffac! FT 'IMi ft :- 
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sm T^TffHcr TOrffa 3T337(3?1) 33 WD 3^ '*7R3t3 3H31 ST7T 3lRl*PMd T^TlfHrf M3 

^ ^ TOcfa TO 33 37331 3H33,3f3 

33f Ft, 3?1 37l7 M 

_0) _ _(2) ~~ (3) ~ "(4) 

1. 15707 : 2007 3 Tt f*Mdl 3F?31371 33 - 30 3^^7,2006 

3333 , TJ33RFT, 7733135 337 77377313 - 
Ufa Tfrrrn 

¥77 3T73T3 31337 3?1 3fa31 317313 3HT ^Tt, 31337 TO, 9, 3FF[7 W 3R 313, 3^ faMt-1 10002, 3T3 33-4kT-i l : 
3^ Mr?ll, 37333331, 3«sfa«, 33^, 331 31031 3>l4d4f : 3I50<MK, 33H17, Mflel, < g33?37, 333TOJ7, 331FT3T, 3371315, 

T737, 3713M7, 3T3T7, 3331, ^ 3*7] fcT3TOP31 T JT T T 3 fastf %% 333^3 t I 

[77. |3T 13/3? 45] 
fa. fa. ■g7T3T, 33Tf337 ‘ T^F ' T^‘ 3^73 (f3?J3-330337] ? 
New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2007 

S. O. 95.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars 
of which are given in the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued : 

SCHEDULE 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards. Date of 

if any, superseded by the New Established 

Indian Standard 


(0 __( 2 ) 

i. IS 15707:2006 

Testing. Evaluation, Installation and 
Maintenance of AC Electricity Meters 
Code of Practice 


(3) 


_(4)_ 

30 November, 2006 


SI. No. No. & Year of the 

Indian Standards 


Copy of this Standard is available lor sale with the Bureau oflndian Standards. Manak Bhawan. 9. Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Olliccs : New Delhi, Kolkata. Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai, and also Branch 
Oltices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore. Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati. Hyderabad. Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. FT 13.T-45] 

P. K. MUKI1ERJHH, Scientist ‘F‘ & Head (Electro-technical) 
35 ffaMl, 3 TOlfal, 2007 

33.37T. 96.—317313 31337 ^ f333, 1987 3? fa33 7 fa 33-fa33 ( 1 ) 3? 733 (73) 3? 337773 3 3173T3 31337 3?jjj 
TT33T3 STfaTjffaT 3331 % ffa 3T3 TJTjfa 3 Mr Wl. 3FT3? (33) 3 3RTT33 fa?3T 3WF373 33 f : 

5rn iTTnftiTi "qiriftn TTHqi (^jfj wi wsu m fafir winn ttf] ot wfi fafa 

77733 33 337 7333? 

(1) _ _ (2) (3) (4) 

!. 3T^tt^ 10322 (3F1 5.33F 3) : 1987 3 f3TF37, 2006 31 137337, 2007 

577 3773T3 3771133 33 fa33J 317313 3T337 ®zj7[, 31337 333,'9, 331^7 W T73 313, 3? 7333ft-1 10002, 3T3R Tlfa'dfa : 
33773331, T3'sT33, "33?, eM 331 73731 3713T331 : 3TF331313, 33H17, 3P733, ^J33737, 3733337, ^TFlfa, M7MK, TTJ7, 
33TJ7, 3PT57, 3331, ^3 331 133^333173 3 ffafa F 3 3Md®3 t 1 

[77. 5 3T 23/31-76] 
31. 37. 37331, %Tf33? ‘dV 33 3^73 (13^3-333333) 
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New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2007 

S. 0.96. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standard, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed has been issued : 


SCHEDUIJE 


SI. No. No. & Year of the No. & Year of the Date from which the 

Indian Standards Amendment Amendment shall 

have effect 


(1)_(2)_(3)_ ( 4 > 

I IS 10322 : (Part5/Scc3): 1987 3 December,21)06 31 December.2006 

Specification for Luminaires: 

Part 5 Particular Requirements, 

Section 3 Luminaires for Road and 
Street Lighting. 

C'opies of this Amendment are available with the Bureau ot Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan. 9. Bahadur Shah 
/afar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : Kolkata. Chandigarh. Chennai. Mumbai, and also Branch Offices 
Ah me d aba d. Bangalore. Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar. Coimbatore. Cmwahati. Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur, Patna. Pune 
and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. ET 23/r-21] 

P. K. MUKHFRJEE. Scientist F & Head (Electro-technical) 


4 7#, 2007 

W.3TT. 97.—viKdlq TOTH fTH7, 1987 H fw? 7 H 'TO-fTOTR ( 1 ) H (Tsl) ST^TOH E ROdPl Hll^ 
MrMAKI HTH t % fSR ERdTR E1TOH H fETOH HE E-jCjdl E f?TE EE t E TOJlfTO FFTR f 




Sfr H 

TOdlPMd EKdld MM«b(«*>l) «*0 BteH 

EE EKdlO HHch gm ^fdgbPHd 

TOufEEtME 

wn 


EREpE TO 31EE1 ONTO, Efl 




TO^ 11, Ht TOSH 3TR EE 


(D 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i. 

3311 ^ 15705 : 2006/331^71311 23429 : 2004 

- 

3REE7 2006 


ETOThPJ ETHZ TO EIRE 



2. 

3irf 5099 : 2003 7T#EE TOsH 1 

- 

flTOR 2006 


EpTO wn dEHlnl (^IRT '^^T) 



3. 

3Tlf 111 5705 : 1988 Eft TOHTOT WH 2 4>]3<Fdk 

-- 

flTOR 2006 


3317 TOddffclfl 90 ^ TOEPddlFq ETHTO Ht 



(7M ^ET^TH) 




13 EHElE ETTO3 ETf ifroi ^TlTeft^T EHH EHH HR, 9, W HER EFf, if flvvft-110002, HF#TE1 : 

3? feft, *HHIdl , HdlOd , -rpr^ EEl1TRH HTETTOrf : 3T1E1M1, EERfk, EfaTR, 

TOFJC ElEJC ETO1, ^ EE1 Pd^cHH^H 4 fasfft dHtri**? t’ I 


[E. 4141^1/^-3.5] 

■qt#. *m\, ^iPhcr toj® ( h 14 i ^) 
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New Delhi, the 4th January, 2(X)7 

S.O. 97.—In pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau oflndian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau ot Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule here 
to annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No & Year of the Indian No & Year of the Indian Dale of 

No. Standards Established Standards, if any. Superseded by Establishment 

the New Indian Standard 

(0 ( 2 ) (3) (4) 

October. 2006 

December. 2006 


December. 2006 


Copy of these Standards is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zaiar Marg. New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. PGD/G-3.5] 
P.C. JOSHI, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (PGD) 


1 . IS 15 7< 15 : 2 ( >06 ISO 23429:2004 
Gauging of Hexagon sockets 

2. Amendment No. 1 to IS 5099:2003 
Technical supply conditions for twist 
drills (Second Revision) 

3. Amendment No. 2 to IS 5705 : 1988 
Specif ication for detachable pilots for 
use with counterbores and countersink 
90 (Firs! Revision) 


3f f^ccft, 4 333ft, 2007 

3TT.3TT. 98,-Wt3 3T337 7££n fw, 1987 7 ( 1 ) 37 73F (73) ^ 3 3R3t3 3T337 ^jft 



3#J7jJdd =b<d! f? fa> Pdd 317314 HH3d T PddCl HM <8^31 3 f33 33 F 3 TSjrfRcT Ft 33 f 

3^fl 

• 

9h H 

vwm nKdk 3T337 (33) 3ft wn 

337 

33 3T73t3 H(d3> FI7T 37fci9b>T h cl 'Hitdid 

3T337 333! 31337!, 3^ 37t? Ft, 3ft Wt! 

3*f 

73Tt33fM3 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

3TT i 8052 : 2006-733F3 CdUddH 

3FJ33T3T 37 -ferm, 1733 ■qcf 33! 3? 

4CIKH Fg ?73T3 7F VIZ, f33T3 33 

PcffyitC (^TRl 337TSP3) 

3TT?TRT 8052 : 1990 

30-11-2006 


3F3t3 3T337 3ft * t TFT^’ ^TFT^T 333, 9 3FI^ RPt, 3^ iFccft-l 10002, $3t3 333t<33T : 3f 

dflddddl, CT^TT W3I 3iT3fcT3t’ ; 3ISH4MI4, 33cflT HtW, '333^37, TJ3Wl, £<UNK, 

33^7, c hH4 > C 33317, 333T, 33T Pd^d-d^tH 3 f33ft ^ 3T<3S3 f | 

[U 4/3t-21 I ] 

ft. (?Wt) 1% wrn, ™ (o.HdUl) 
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New Delhi, the 4th January, 2007 


S.O. 98.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Ir.a^n Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed haw been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No & Year of the Indian No & Year of the Indian 

No. Standards Established Standards, if any, Superseded 

by the New Indian Standard 


Date of 
Establishment 


1. IS 8052:2006 Steel ingots, billets and IS 8052; 1990 30-11-2006 

blooms for the production of springs, , 

rivets and screws for general engineering 

applications—Specification (Second revision) ___ _ 

Copy of this Standards is availale for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumai and also Branch 
Offices ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. MTD 4/T-211] 


DR. (MRS.) SNEH BHATLA, Scientist ‘ F’ & Head (Met. Engg.) 


3frr vn^fa t s w 

fporft, 8 2007 

cfTT.3Tr. 99. PP6P PTt cfos fgtT P' PF 

WtrT SpTT t TRP P' PSfaeft P pP 3TO 

% Pi hUPF R ^ % (ffeTT) Idfa^ SIP, 

TOT i PT%P; 

fat* PF FT Rcfto PlcTT t fP ^3P pIP P, fPPP '3PP 

Itotr ^th pit ppttp i Pfc Pi w P 

PcPP P ctfSfct t, enPb! "P 3TfPpnT PTT 3T#T fP^I 

pop,; 

3TcT:, 3lP,P^PP^ f P?ftPPP 
(4 jqpm pi 3TfPpTR pp 3TpP) 3pppTPP, 1962 (1962 
PH 50) PP PTP 3 Pt PR-PIP (1 ) SIP KtT P>T RpPl 

prpt pIP P 3 m4i j i ^ sFsfa 3 pp ^ 

3fqp 3TTPTP Pp Pipy 11 PRcit f I 

cfT^ Pt R5fd P pfP P %cTP^ t, 
ptPpj P fPppn ^ arfpfrpp ^ ptp 3 pP pr-ptp 

(] ) ^ -3t#r PTPT Pi IN931 P ^P STfP^dl 

efft pfrTPl PTWT ^TPcTf ^T PPT pt ^Trft t, FfPtP PET 

pT PtcR, ^jPPlPNf PT^Tc^IP^^^P^P, PP- 
^tP^.PPPRTfTOp,^ Ufrsqi) fafPfe, % PTfpPHT 
PPP.PP^T 8Pt, 3^t2, Pt.Pt.TT., *j/-^-400 614 

(pskfs) M^t pp 3 snstt Pp pPtpt i 






-*> 

PTP 

p3P. 

msTT.^. 

3Tt%cf 

tFTP ?iTOFT 

frldl 


(P) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 




218 

00-02-37 

P*TO 

OIICII^ 

q-iKuiq 




48/1 

(Xl-24-76 




48/2 





47 

(X)-16-24 




Tfe 

aK)l-71 




PTFO 

(X)-05-69 




218 

01-19-34 

- 



39/1,2,3 

00-79-24 




34/1P4 

00-00-36 




31 

00PXJ-05 




ptftt 

(XMX1-78 




PTFTT 

00-02-99 




160/1 P 4 

01-97-73 




159 

(XJ-03-67 




158 

(10-02-00 




.157 

(XH17-93 




154 

CXWX)-72 
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1 2 3 4 5 

265 00-01-28 

4n?T 01-14-66 

144/113 9 (XV25-07 

207 (XX)1-07 

220/1^5 00-18-10 

256 00-01-90 

215/L&4 0045-57 

217/HU, 1T2, l4 00-19-07 

218/1,2 00-51-01 

222 00-18-09 

221 (XV12-70 

223/1013 (KV91-81 

224 00-13-74 

228 (XV19-53 

225 (XV08-08 

226 (XV65-69 

227/1, 2TL 2T2,24 (XV00-88 

TVTT (XV03-53 

1/1T, lot, l4, 2 00-29-72 

3/137)8,9^94 (XV14-03 

8/1,2 00-34-62 

11/10 5 (XV28-89 

4T81 (XV 28-45 

18 0000-71 

19/10 6 (XV27-I8 

26/10 5 (XV42-72 

20 00-05-56 

TR3T (XXXV41 

213 01-34-08 

76 (XXX-98 

74 00-00-39 

77 (XXXV48 

72/107,80,84,9 00-34-69 

[TT. 0. TTc=r-14014/12/06 4.4. (4FT-VI] 

TO- 4. Otf^O , 3T5R 44* 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 
S.O. 99.—Whereas it appears It) the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Dahiwali to 
Pune pipeline in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should 
be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited. 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 


which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land ) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification issued under Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the genera! public 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to the Shri K. N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL 
(India) Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building. Sector 8B, 3D2. 
C.B.D., Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 

SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village Survey 

No. 

Area to be 
acquired 
for ROU 
(in 

Hectares) 

1 

2 

3 4 

5 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Kargaon 218 

00-02-37 



48/1 

00-24-76 



48/2 




47 

(X)-16-24 



Road 

00-01-71 



Nala 

(XH )5-69 



218 

01-19-34 



39/1.2,3 

(XV79-24 



34/1 to 4 

00-00-36 



31 

(XWXMI5 



Nala 

(XMXV78 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Chavni Nala 

00-02-99 



160/1 to 4 

01-97-73 



159 

(XV03-67 

- 


158 

(XV02-00 



157 

0007-93 



154 

00-06-72 



265 

(X)-01-28 



Forest 

01-14-66 



144/1 to 9 

(XV25-07 



207 

(XX) 1-07 



220/1 to 5 

(XV18-10 



256 

00-01-90 



215/1 to 4 

0045-57 



217/1 Al, 1A2, IB 

(XV19-07 



218/1,2 

00-51-01 



222 

00-18-09 



221 

(XV12-70 
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1 

2 

3 4 

5 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Chavni 223/1 to 13 

00-91-81 



224 

00-13-74 



228 

00-19-53 



225 

0008-08 



226 

00-65-69 



227/1,2A1,2A2,2B 

000088 



Nala 

0003-53 



1/1A, 1C, ID, 2 

0029-72 



3/1 O 8,9A,9B 

0014-03 



8/1,2 

0034-62 



11/1 to 5 

0028-89 



Forest 

002845 



18 

0000-71 



19/1 to 6 

0027-18 



26/1 to 5 

0042-72 



29 

0005-56 



Nala 

000941 



213 

01-34-08 



76 

0004-98 



74 

000039 



73 

000048 



72/1 to 7,8 A, 8B, 9 

0034-69 


[F. No. L-14014/12/2006-G.P.-Part VI] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 

fscrft, 8 RRRt, 2007 
^r.37T. 100.-#T#7 TTT^R 4 dW$d 3 
TIcftcT t % MSKIV TF^T FT 4<rft 3 ^ £171 

¥T^frR7 fa ^ HftdtH ^ fcR fa (^faRT) fcipHis SRI, 

Trgj ^ITOlt^T "-fat 

3?fc c^-sO^ fK^TR 4 ^ fafa 

^ fa* ^ dTior^Rj faci far t far 4 fofa 

41*3 "3FTF yKtIM £ 3^k 4 f<R 74 

•RRTR 3Tjfat 4 <fad t, ^faFl ^ 3rfTOR fa 7 ! n+>Mi 

3RT:, 3T*t, <faj4 FK4>K, fa 4fa 7W^ 

(<^fq 3 ^WT ^ 3TftR3K ^T 3lfa) fafam, 1962 (1962 
ctfT 50) 4 *mi 3 4 ^WTI (1) SRI TO ^iPfaT fa 7 ! 

^q;, ^73 fa? 3 4MfaT ^ 3fa°FR <RT 3?fa <*Kd ^ 
3prft STT^RT 4 ^rtfferoTT ^Rcfl ii 

bilf^d, 4 4<=K1 3^’^fl 'ft* Rf^iCl fa? "ft* %cf^S "§, 

TR fafa 3 Pdifa farffaR fa 9TCI 3 fa 'OTkt ( 1 ) 
^ 3?fa RR7T ^ TRm R R*?T y«6lRfld ?R fafaRRT fa 
•gffaf rtrrrt ^Rcn fa» rri £t fat i, ffatR ffa ^ 

RtcR, faq c£ fat Wl#l ffalR ^ fa*? 3, $ft fa 

<fai fa, W1 fafafa fa ($r«4^) Pfafa % fafaH? 

TO, fa? 8fa, 3^2, fafafa., fal^, fa ^-400 614 


(RFRTR) fa firlfelfl RR 4 3?lfa 

^5i i 





ffal dgofa 4 ik 

77^4 

3m.3ft.ij. 

37f%cT^ 



^ fcTM, 



n) 

1 2 3 

4 

5 

fat Hl^.trT 

253 

01-85-58 


249 

0024-81 


250 

0049-84 


252 

0000-73 


251 

00-08-94 


260 

0011-30 


254 

00-37-20 


255 

0027-62 


261 

0038-37 


262 

02-02-71 


311 

00-63-02 


310 

(XH4-84 


1 

00-07-61 


2 

0010-79 


3 

00-04-72 


4 

00-09-66 


187 

0054-18 


9 

0015-94 


10 

0027-97 


11 

0(814-90 


14 

15 

0017-75 

0016-73 


185 

000240 


16 

00-0648 


17 

001044 


19 

00-1242 


17 

00-1149 


19 

00-14-09 


^FTR 

04-85-11 


175 

(X 4)5-79 


162 

00-06-39 



00-03-67 


7TTRR 

0641-01 


57 

00-65-08 


55 

00-18-98 


32 

00-24-97 


31 

(X)-194)7 


30 

00-50-68 


56 

0035-66 


# 


35 G1/2007—9 
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2 3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Hiqcri Ociqcil 

31 

00-11-05 

■y* 

"814(4 


195 

00-20-68 


32 

00-10-99 




193 

00-18-35 


33 

CO-42-34 




192 

(XT0744 


41/1,2 

00-29-09 




191 

00-21-08 


53 

00-01-94 




190 

(XT! 4-64 


142 

00-00-64 




189 

00-11-26 


42 

00-04-77 




463 

00-01-30 



00-06-68 




464 

00-07-85 



0007-20 




465 

00-06-36 


73 

00-2348 




466 

00-05-90 



0005-28 




467 

00-07-79 


m 

00-2309 




448 

(XT 11-57 


68 

00-22-54 




257 

00-00-01 


55 

00-55-61 




frs 

(XM13-35 


54 

00-19-69 




81 

(XT 16-72 


53 

0033-12 




80 

(XT 11-02 


52 

00-15-57 




79 

(KM 0-35 


39 

00-21-93 




78 

(XT 10-78 


41 

(XT31-28 




77 

(X1-06-73 



01-8040 




76 

(X1-02-67 


7^ 

0008-55 




75 

(X1412-59 


102 

(XT 14-04 




74 

00-02-50 


112 

(XK38-38 




73 

00-2142 


100 

00-0545 




72 

00-06-92 


111 

00-19-19 




71 

(X1417-38 


110 

(XT 14-74 




63 

(XI-1740 


109 

00-19-62 




65 

00-0640 


108 

00-12-31 




66 

(X141447 


133 

(Xl-1946 




67 

(X1-04-5 2 


132 

(XM3-94 



lq<sid! 

1537 

(XM15-95 


123 

(XT4744 




1532 

00-06-06 


131 

0000-24 




1539 

00-05-88 


124 

(X1-03-19 




1540 

0008-24 


144 

(XT06-68 




1541 

0004-74 


147 

0006-34 




1551 

00-05-97 


148 

00-07-53 




1550 

(XT 11-51 


149 

0003-11 




1548 

00-0245 


151 

00-09-36 




1549 

00-14-25 


162 

00-00-05 




1336 

00-11-01 


161 

(XT00-24 




1335 

0003-33 


160 

00-00-50 




1326/3 

00-15-19 


158 

(X)-11-53 




1325 

00-32-31 


159 

00-01-15 




1569 

00-31-55 


199 

(XT 25-31 




1605 

00-21-86 


198 

00-02-70 




1606 

00-04-25 


197 

00-0241 




1607 

0003-94 


196 

(XT02-89 




1608 

00-04-05 
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191 


■y* 


S$cf. 





5 

1 

2 3 

4 

5 

1609 

00-10-28 



670/2 

0007-19 

1623 

00-02-03 



673 

001005 

Tte 

0008-86 



672 

0008-23 

1210 

OOOOOl 



671 

0006-63 

1209 

0003-63 



670 

0008-00 

1208 

0004-63 



669 

0006-74 

1207 

0005-15 



645 

000002 

1206 

0001-88 



649 

0012-21 

1205 

0006-32 



647 

000002 

1204 

0008-41 



648 

0014-40 

1203 

0007-66 



652 

0010-62 

1198 

0002-20 



653 

000081 

1202 

0007-74 



654 

000005 

1197 

0002-35 



659 

0022-95 

1296 

0004-24 



660 

0005-21 

1195 

0013-16 



606 

0034-17 

1193 

0028-96 




0006-17 

1192 

0013-29 



395 

0000-79 

1191 

0005-46 



539 

0004-61 

1190 

0001-63 



79 

006448 

1189 

0003-58 



81 

00-11-50 

1187 

0026-63 



80 

0001-04 

1176 

0002-57 



74 

000041 

1177 

0001-94 



73 

000034 

1178 

0000-23 



75 

00-14-93 

Os 

0005-99 



72 

0011-25 

891 

0027-17 



71 

0017-68 

892 

00-01-00 



62 

0006-27 

Tte 

0006-78 



61 

00-11-98 

899 

0014-02 



60 

0001-85 

895 

001148 



59 

0001-29 

898 

0008-10 



58 

00-02-14 

897 

0005-29 



57 

0000-11 

896 

0012-71 



46 

002144 

878 

0023-23 



40 

0000-03 

873 

0002-53 



41 

000013 

872 

0008-55 



197 

0041-24 

871 

0005-68 



196 

0012-56 

716 

0025-57 



195 

000049 

719 

0006-34 



194 

00-0010 

710 

0009-76 



191 

00-28-27 

709 

000344 

• 


190 

001052 

707 

00-0443 



127 

0026-28 

704 

0008-27 



128 

0029-82 

705 

00-11-77 



129 

0095-66 

Tfe 

0007-94 



133 

0007-28 

678 

00-0046 



134 

0006-76 
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3 4 5 Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 


wjsf 135 00-11-89 

136 00-13-13 

143 00-12-36 

146 00-11-14 

147 00-10-13 

148 00-13-69 

149 00-11-09 

100 00-12-15 

150 00-05-69 

TS 0005-51 

29 00-12-92 

17 00-26-75 

30 00-09-71 

54 0002-35 

53 00-10-71 

51 00-04-33 

50 00-15-30 

42 0004-83 

41 0001-83 

40 0002-44 

39 0003-40 

38 0006-21 

32 0005-20 

____ 00-1103 

[T1. T. T^T-14014/12/06 (TFT-VI] 

TIT- TTTCT, 3RR 
New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

S.O. 100.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
lor the transportation of natural gas through Dahiwali to 
Pune pipeline in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should 
be laid by the GAIL,(India) Limited. 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that tor the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act. 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification issued under Sub¬ 
section (1) ot Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to Shri K. N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL (India) 
Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector 8B, 3D2, C.B.D., 


SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Area to be 
acquired 
forROU 
(in 

Hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Pune 

Maval 

Kuiwande 

253 

01-85-58 




249 

00-24-81 




250 

0049-84 




252 

00-00-73 




251 

00-08-94 




260 

00-11-30 




254 

00-37-20 




255 

00-27-62 




261 

(X (-38-37 




262 

02-02-71 




311 

00-63-02 




310 

00-04-84 




1 

00-07-61 




2 

00-10-79 




3 

004)4-72 




4 

004)9-66 




187 

00-54-18 




9 

(Xb15-94 




10 

00-27-97 




11 

00-14-90 




.14 

00-17-75 




15 

00-16-73 




185 

004)240 




16 

00-0648 




17 

00-1044 




19 

00-1242 




17 

00-1149 




19 

00-144)9 




Forest 

04-85-11 




175 

00-05-79 




162 

004)6-39 




River 

004)3-67 



Bhushi 

Pond 

06414)1 




57 

00-654)8 




55 

00-18-98 




32 

00-24-97 




31 

00-194)7 




30 

00-50-68 




56 

00-35-66 
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1 2 
Pune Maval 


3 

Malavali 


Boraje 


4 

5 

31 

00-11-05 

32 

00-10-99 

33 

0042-34 

41/1,2 

00-29-09 

53 

00-01-94 

142 

00-00-64 

42 

00-04-77 

River 

00-06-68 

River 

0007-20 

10 

00-23-48 

Road 

0005-28 

66 

0023-09 

68 

0022-54 

55 

0055-61 

54 

0019-69 

53 

0033-12 

52 

0015-57 

39 

0021-93 

41 

0031-28 

River 

01-8040 

River 

0008-55 

102 

0014-04 

112 

0038-38 

100 

00-0545 

111 

0019-19 

110 

0014-74 

109 

0019-62 

108 

0012-31 

133 

001946 

132 

0013-94 

123 

004744 

131 

000024 

124 

0003-19 

144 

000068 

147 

0006-34 

148 

0007-53 

149 

0003-11 

151 

0009-36 

162 

000005 

161 

000024 

160 

000050 

158 

0011-53 

159 

0001-15 

199 

0025-31 

198 

0002-70 

197 

000241 

196 

00-02-89 

195 

002068 


2 

Maval 


3 

Boraje 


Haveli 


Talvade 


Chikhali 


4 

5 

193 

0018-35 

192 

000744 

191 

002108 

190 

0014-64 

189 

0011-26 

463 

0001-30 

464 

0007-85 

465 

0006-36 

466 

0005-90 

467 

00-07-79 

448 

(X)-11-57 

257 

00-0001 

Road 

00-03-35 

81 

(10-16-72 

80 

001102 

79 

0010-35 

78 

0010-78 

77 

0006-73 

76 

0002-67 

75 

0002-59 

74 

0002-50 

73 

002142 

72 

0006-92 

71 

0007-38 

63 

001740 

65 

000640 

66 

00-0447 

67 

0004-52 

1537 

0005-95 

1532 

000606 

1539 

0005-88 

1540 

0008-24 

1541 

0004-74 

1551 

0005-97 

1550 

0011-51 

1548 

000245 

1549 

0014-25 

1336 

0011-01 

1335 

0003-33 

1326/3 

0015-19 

1325 

0032-31 

1569 

0031-55 

1605 

0021-86 

1606 

0004-25 

1607 

0003-94 

1608 

000405 

1609 

0010-28 

1623 

000203 
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1 ^ j 4 5 

Pune Haveli Chikhali Road 00-08-86 

1210 00 - 00-01 

1209 0003-63 

1208 0004-63 

1207 00-05-15 

1206 0001-88 

1205 0006-32 

1204 0008-41 

1203 0007-66 

1198 0002-20 

1202 0007-74 

1197 00-02-35 

1296 0004-24 

1195 0013-16 

1193 0028-96 

1192 0013-29 


1191 

00-05-46 

1190 

0001-63 

1189 

00-03-58 

1187 

0026-63 

1176 

0002-57 

1177 

00-01-94 

1178 

000023 

Road 

0005-99 

891 

0027-17 

892 

0001-00 

Road 

0006-78 

899 

0014-02 

895 

001148 

898 

0008-10 

897 

0005-29 

896 

0012-71 

878 

0023-23 

873 

0002-53 

872 

0008-55 

871 

0005-68 

716 

0025-57 

719 

0006-34 

710 

0009-76 

709 

000344 

707 

000443 

704 

0008-27 

705. 

0011-77 

Road 

0007-94 

678 

000046 

670/2 

0007-19 

673 

00-1005 

672 

0008-23 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Pune 

Haveli 

Chikhali 

671 

00-06-63 




670 

000800 




669 

0006-74 




645 

000002 




649 

0012-21 




647 

004X102 




648 

001440 




652 

0010-62 




653 

0000-81 




654 

000005 




659 

0022-95 




660 

0005-21 




606 

0034-17 




Road 

0006-17 




395 

0000-79 




539 

0104-61 



Bordewadi 

19 

00-6448 




81 

0011-50 




80 

000104 




74 

000041 




73 

0000-34 




75 

0014-93 




72 

0011-25 




71 

0017-68 




62 

0006-27 




61 

0011-98 




60 

0001-85 




59 

0001-29 




58 

0002-14 




57 

004X1-11 




46 

002144 




40 

000003 




41 

0000-13 


Rajguru- 

Sangurdi 

197 

0041-24 


nagar 


196 

0012-56 




195 

000049 




194 

0000-10 




191 

0028-27 




190 

0010-52 




127 

0026-28 




128 

0029-82 




129 

0095-66 




133 

0007-28 




134 

0006-76 




135 

0011-89 




136 

0013-13 




143 

0012-36 




146 

0011-14 
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Pune Rajguru- Sangurdi 

147 

00-10-13 

nagar 

148 

00-13-69 


149 

00-11-09 


100 

00-12-15 


150 

0005-69 


Road 

0005-51 


29 

00-12-92 


17 

00-26-75 


30 

0009-71 


54 

0002-35 


53 

00-10-71 


51 

0004-33 


50 

00-15-30 


42 

0004-83 


41 

0001-83 


40 

000244 


39 

000340 


38 

0006-21 


32 

0005-20 


Road 

00-1103 


[F. No.L-14014/12/2006-G.P.-(Part VI)] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 


11 RRRlt, 2007 

RR.3R. 7RRR7 A QilPd^H 3#fT TSrf^TS! 

R 3M4l J l ^ SrfRRRT RR 3T*fa) 3#f¥? ( 
1962 (1962 RR 50) (fatf WIR RRR 3Tf«rfWT 

rt?t rrt i) Rft rtct 3 «Ft rr-rtct ( i ) ^ Rrct Rft r^ 
HRcf RTRR1 ^ 44)Pd4M 3?TC Ml^fdob % RRTdR Rft 3lPR 
RJRRi U ^n.3RT. 3820 cTTTte 21 pHcRRl, 2006, 'Rt ^TRxT ^ 
TIRRR RTC^R 23 f0dH<, 2006 3 MRlfVI'd R?t R^ *ft, SRI, R*T 
3lfRR£RRT RR RR7FR 3FfRJR^ "JR fafapfe ^ 3 R^T^T RFR 
R RRIeRT (#T) RT**RFR R FflRFTl IPR 3 PM4kdl RRT fto# 

TT^tR TFSf^TFft «RR R* fRRRRRR RR7 ^f^TRR RRRTRf ’R’ mRR^H 
cF fdR RR^-RRlrRT RT?RRTT?R fR7RK RfRRT R^ RT^RR R 
RRcT MilfdRR RKMl^H SIR RRT Pq-KlR Hl^Hdl^d 

pq*4H RI RRHiR Ri f^ <JHmVi R? 3RfRRRR RR 3l4d R) 3 h'^ 
3RT7TR R?t RtRRI rR Ml; 

3?R RRR TTRRR arfRRJRRT Rlt 3Tf?RTf RRRT RT] cTTCftg 
12 WRR, 2006 RlT 34<rRR RRT ^ R^ «ft; 

rR R83R RlPRRR7t R, RRR 3RpRfRRR Rlt RTCT 6 Rft 

RR-RTR? (1 ) R7 3T#T, RR^R RRRRT 3RRRt 1t^ ^ Rt t; 

3Tl7 c6^zf R RRR RhV RR fqRK e M4 Rl 

RRRTR 3?R Rf RRTRTR ^ R7 % RRR ^fR WfcfffR 
teFf ^ iRfR 3Ptf$TR t, RRR 44^0 R> 3RfRRR7 RR 3RRpT 
RR^ RR [qpi^qq PtiRl t 1 ; 

rn, ^RTtR R7RR7, RRR 37pRfRRR Rft RTR 6 ^ 


Rq-RKT (1 ) ^RT RRR VIPRRRt" RR RRRT -RTRl fR; RF RTW 
RRCcfP t tRT ^R 3TP«R£RRT ^ RTd^R 33^^41 4' PqPlfs^ ^tR R 
RT^ReRfR Pq^Si^ R7 t^TR RRRtR ^ 33pR<tiT{ RR 3TRfR fRTRT 
,'dim ■§■; 

3tR, R-sflR RTRR7, RRR 3TpRfRRR R^t RRI 6 Rpf 
RR-RRT (4) SRI RRR Vir«WRT RR RRpR RR^ ^7, RF fR^T 
^cft t. 1R3 RRR ^R 4‘ 3HRt'R RR 3IPRRR7: ^R RpR^TI ^ 
RRR?H R7t RRt73 RR 4^14 RRRIR fRlRR R*’ RRTR, 


RRt Pq^OlHl 3 TJRR, 

RRR Qj)Pd4H RROfltTTR PdPH<U H 

fRfFRFlRT 1 




3^fT 

7RR ; TTRRRTR 

RFRtRI : RRFJR Pddl 

: RRT^ RTRpJT 

R7R RTR RR din 

RR RR7 


R. 


tRRRT 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. RTR eeqi-si 

118/474 

0.0864 

2. <o!4 

174 

0.0900 


211 

0.0800 


213 

0.1450 


209 

0.1100 


180 

0.0480 


210 

0.0900 

3. Rmt 

960 

0.0472 


961 

0.0126 


889 

0.15% 

4. R^RT 

695 

0.0500 

5. PrRTT 

639 

0.0679 

6. RRT 

59 

0.0320 


49 

0.0600 


13 

0.0600 


4 

0.0364 

7. PR4^ 

1742 ’ 

0.0300 


1744 

0.0300 


1743 

0.0648 


799/2559 

0.13% 

8. RTcRR 

1430/1288 

0.2286 


1288 

0.4284 


1290 

0.0430 


1250 

0.0450 


1259/2 

0.0500 


1271 

0.0850 


1264 

0.0280 


1299 

0.0360 


1287/1420 

0.2208 


1287/1418 

0.2035 


; R7 7 

0.0600 


1249/1403 

0.0512 
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1 2 

3 

4 

9. Tamf 

678 

0.1340 

10 . 

798 

0.0730 


799 

0.0230 


782 

0.1800 


772 

0.0648 


780 

0.0400 

n. #rq7 

2 

0.0612 

12. 

566 

0.0072 


989 

0.0340 


[mu 3TR-31015/93/2004-mm-II] 

TT , 

New Delhi the 11 ih January, 2007 

S.O. 101 .—whereas by a notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas No. S.O. 3820 dated the 21st September. 2006 
issued under Sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum 
and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
I .and) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 
23rd September, 2006, the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land, specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying an extension pipeline for transportation 
of petroleum products through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline 
Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) terminal in the 
State of Madhya Pradesh to Piyala in the State o! Haryana 
and Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi by Bharat Petroleum 
C orporation I .imiled; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette Notification 
were made available to the public on the 12th November. 
2006; 

And Whereas the Competent Authority has. under 
Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. submitted 
report to the Central Government: 

And Whereas the Central Government, after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section {1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule, appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipe line; 

And further in exercise of the powers conferred bv 
Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. the Central 
Government directs that the right of user in the hind for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on this date of the publication of this 
declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil 

: Gangapur District: Sawai 

State : 


Madhopur 

Rajasthan 

SI. No. 

Name of 

Survey 

Area in Hectare 


Village 

No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1 . 

Badh Tatwada 

118/474 

0.0864 

2 

Dhay 

174 

0.0900 



211 

0.0800 



213 

0.1540 



209 

0.1100 



180 

0.0480 



210 

0 . 09 a) 

3. 

Umri 

960 

0.0472 



961 

0.1260 



889 

0.1596 

4. 

Khanpur Badoda 

695 

o.o5a) 

5. 

Binega 

639 

0.0679 

6. 

Seva 

59 

0.0320 



49 

0.0600 



13 

0.0600 



4 

0.0364 

7. 

Kishorpur 

1742 

0.0300 



1744 

0 . 03 a) 



1743 

0.0648 



799/2559 

0.1396 

8. 

Bhalpur 

1430/1288 

0.2286 



1288 

0.4284 



1290 

0.0430 



1250 

0.0450 



1249/2 

0.0500 



1271 

0.0850 



1264 

0.0280 



1299 

0.0360 



1287/1420 

0.2208 



1287/1418 

0.2035 



1272 

0.06U) 



1249/1403 

0.0512 

9. 

Khandip 

678 

0.1340 

10. 

Tatwada 

798 

0.0730 



799 

0.0230 



782 

0.1800 



772 

0.0648 



780 

0.0400 

11. 

Hirapur 

2 

0.0612 

12. 

Chuli 

566 

0.0072 



989 

0.0340 


[F. No. R-31015/93/20()4-OR-11 ] 
A. GOSWAM1. Under Sec\. 



[RRT1I—73^ 3(ii) ] 


'RTTcTRTTTDm : TJPRRt 13,2007/^ 23, 1928 


J 97 


w 3frr terr? wi 

M 13 2006 

W.OT. 102.—3fNtep1«raR RfafRTR, 1947 (1947 
rtt i4) wt *trt ]? ■£ rrer ete^ 

RTRT ebml^H ^ RRRclR ^ 7RR£ 1%%^ 
±TR '^4^Rf ^ #5f, 3Fpm R fRfe RkflfTT fRRT? R 
REsfa RRER 3tfRRRRT, 

WTT 4/2004) RH y°hlf^m RRcft t, Rl ^#4 RERR ^ 
13-12-2006 RR RTRT ^3TT «n | 

[E. RRL42012/61 /2002-3R^ 37R (Et-II)] 

3R5TR R7ER Tffe, '£eE STfRRRE 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 102. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 4/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Guwahati as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Loktak 
Hydro Electric Power Corpn. and Loktak and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 
13*12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/61/2002-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRI BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
GUWAHATI, ASSAM 

PRESENT: 

Sri 11. A. Hazarika, Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Guwahati. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute 
between: 

The Management of Loktak Hydro 
Electric Power Corporation, lmphal 

Vrs. 

The Organising Secretary, 

Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh. Silchar 

Ref. Case No. 4 of 2004 
APPEARANCES 

for the Management : Dr. N.K.Singh, Advocate, 

f or the Union : Mr. Prem Krishna, Advocate. 

Date of Award : 06-12-06. 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi vide its Notification No.L-42012/61/2002-lR(C-ll): 
dated 20-11-2003 referred this Industrial Dispute arose 


between the Management of Loktak Hydro Electric Power 
Corporation, and their workmen in exercise of power 
conferred by Clause-(d) of Sub-Section (I) and Sub-Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) for adjudication on the basis of the following 
Schedule:— 

Schedule (Corrigendum) 

“Whether the demand of Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh, 
Assam and Uttar Purbanchal Region, Silchar for rc- 
engagemenl/absorption of workers ( as per list 
enclosed), who have been retrenched from their job 
by the management of Loktak Project of NHPC, 
Manipur, in Loktak Down Stream Hydro Electric 
Project is legal and justified? If so, to what relief they 
are entitled? ” 

2. The matter was pending in the State Industrial 
Tribunal at Guwahati and on inception of this CG1T -Cum- 
Labour Court as per procedure the Proceeding (record) is 
transferred and this CGIT-Cum-Labour Court received the 
same on 7-12-04. On being appearances of both the parties, 
the mat: is proceeded for adjudication and to pass Award 
here as per procedure. 

3. The case of the Union (Workers) from the narration 
of their W. S. in brief is that NHPC. Loktak Hydro Electric 
Projects is a Public Sector Industry which is functioning in 
Manipur and employed 300 of workers who were 
discharging their duties to the best satisfaction of the 
authorities concerned. 

4. The NHPC taking advantage of poverty of the 
workers retrenched 300 workers unlawfully without granting 
any benefit to ihe workers by introduction as self style 
Voluntarily Retrenchment Scheme. There was no notice 
about the promalgamation of the VRS except Gazette 
Notification. That the NHPC Management even verbally 
given assurance that whenever a new Project under NHPC 
would be taken up the workers will be absorbed. But workers 
were not absorbed. That the above mentioned 300 workers 
are even ready to work under NHPC in Manipur or any 
where in India but they were not employed and the rights 
and privileges of the workers were illegally denied. That 
the Management committed unfair labour practice. That 
the workers approached the Management up to higher 
authority for this unlawful acts of the Management but the 
Management did not pay heed to their representations 
and finally the workers intimated the Union to take up the 
wrongful activities of the management. As a result of which 
conciliation proceeding was initiated by the Regional 
Labour Commissioner on 13-5-2000 but that conciliation 
proceeding was failed on 24-12-01. 

5. Thai at the time of alleged introduction of Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme Management forced the innocent 
workers to accept the management sponsored self style 
anti labour Scheme of Inc Management for the interest of 
the Management and verbally announced financial package 
for the workers and the workers verbally requested and 
prayed continuously to the Management that they will not 


35 G1/2007—10 



198 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 


submit any option ol Voluntary Retrenchment Scheme as 
it would be detrimental to their interest. But unfortunately 
no linancial package as announced verbally bv the 
Management was granted to a single worker. That the 
Management threatened the workers that unless they 
submit the alleged option form supplied by the Management 
their service would be terminated without any financial 
benelits. Under the above facts and circumstances the 
Union (workers) prayed to pass order directing the 
Management NHPC, Loktak Project, Manipur-1 to absorb 
the workers in Loktak Project in Manipur and anywhere in 
India under NHPC and make payment of Pay, Allowances 
and all other benefits as applicable to any other cost as the 
Honble Court may deem fit and proper. 

6. The case of the Management in brief that the 
Ixrktak Down Stream Hydei Project is in the Talking District 
in Manipur. That the disputed matter is not related to 
Loktak Down Stream Hydei Project. This dispute relates 
mostly to the period from 1982 to 1984 as such, this dispute 
can not be raised after lapse of 18 years. 

7. That the workers were not forced to opt VRS and 
LVRS. The workers voluntarily opted to these Schemes. 
The Voluntary Schemes were offered to the workers and 
many oi the workers accepted the voluntarily scheme i.e. 
VRS and LVRS.for which they got financial benefits. They 
accepted the financial package offered by the Management. 
Each of the worker who opted to VRS and LVRS were 
awarded Rs.70,000 to Rs.1,00,000. The workers voluntarily 
opted the Schemes during the period 1982-84. They have 
voluntarily opted the Scheme at that time to derive the 
benefits of the said amount which was quite substantial at 
the relevant time. The Schemes were launched for a specific 
period of time. The schemes had wide appeal among the 
employees and they made several representations to the 
NHPC authority through their Association, Union to extend/ 
reopen the Voluntarily Retirement Scheme and Liberalized 
Voluntarily Retirement Scheme and the NHPC was 
compelled lo extend the Scheme from time to time. The 
scope and ambit of both the Schemes are same. That the 
issue raised by the Union (Workers) is barred by limitation 
in as much as the alleged Workers being disengaged from 
Loktak Project under a benevolent scheme opted by them. 
Their re-employment/absorption cannot be considered 
after lapse of 18 to 20 years and prayed to dismiss the claim 
of the Workers. 

8. Heard the Argument submitted by Dr. N.K.Singh, 
Advocate for the Management and Mr. Prem Krishna, 
Advocate lor the Workman. Also perused the written 
argument submitted for the Union (workers). Perused the 
following exhibited documents of the Management. 

Exhibit A : Copy of the Voluntary Retrenchment 

Scheme. 

Exhibit B : Instance of application for Voluntary 

Retrenchment. 

Exhibit C : Copy ol Liberalised Voluntary 

Retrenchment Scheme. 
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Exhibit D : Instance of application for liberalized 

Voluntary Retrenchment. 

Exhibit E : Representation of "he General Secretary of 

Loktak Project Employees and Worker's Federation. 

Exhibit F : Copy ofliberalized Voluntary Retirement 

Scheme. 

Exhibit G : Order dated 20-6-91. 

Exhibit H : Instance of application of Liberalised 

Voluntary Retirement. 

Exhibit H (1): is the signature. 

9. For the management. M. Iboyaima Singh appeared 
as witness. He is cross examined by the learned Advocate 
for the Union (workers). For the Union (workers) Mr. Oinam 
Kerani Singh appeared as W.W.l, Sri Paban Shanti Kumar 
Singh as W.W.2, Sri Khwaira Kpam Shibashakli Singh as 
W.W.3. All of them are cross examined by the learned 
Advocate for the Management. Perused the evidence 
which are mostly recorded by my own hand. 

10. On perusal of the documents and the evidence in 
the record I find the Management introduced the Scheme 
of Voluntary Retrenchment Scheme and Liberalised 
Voluntary Retrenchment Scheme. During the period 
1982-84 some workers opted to these and look the benefit 
of it. 1 find the workers were not threatened lo accept this 
schemes. At the same time 1 find they claimed that there 
was an assurance that they will be absorbed by the 
Management in a separate Project but I do not find such 
assurances made by the Management. They have also 
claimed that they were not absorbed as assured. In the 
record 1 have not found that Management has assured 
that they would have been absorbed some other Project. 
The claim of the workers are not at all believable in the 
present fact and circumstances of the case. On perusal of 
the Para-19 (a) of the W.S. of the workers it appears to me 
that the workers accepted the VRS and LVRS voluntarily 
and in return they got financial packages. I do not believe 
that they were forced. Ext.B and Exi.D are the example of 
their voluntaryness. During the course of argument learned 
Advocate for the management submitted the Case Laws 
(1996)5 SC 419. Central Bank of India-Vrs-S. Satyamand 
Ors. According to this case the claim of the workers is time 
barred. Here in the referred case Hon'ble SC mentioned the 
“ laches leading to the long delay after which the writ 
petition was filed in 19H2 is sufficient to disentitle them to 
the grant of any relief in the writ petition. " 

11. Under the above facts and circumstances it is 
cleared that the workers accepted the VRS and LVRS 
voluntarily. On perusal ol the evidence and documents in 
the record 1 find that the claim of absorption etc. of the 
Union, in my opinion is false and afterthought. They have 
voluntarily accepted the Schemes offered by the 
Management for their financial benefit. They have already 
received benefit under the relevant schemes. Hence, they 
are not entitled for anymore. Accordingly the claim of the 
workers is dismissed. They are not entitled for any relief. 
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12. Prepare the award and send it immediately as per 
procedure. 

H. A. HAZARIKA, Presiding Officer 
T i 13 2006 

^JT.OT. 103.—1947 (1947 
oFTf 14) ^ WT 17 ^ SFJHRh 3, 7ft. 

■qpt. ^ TRfllcrif ^ 33^ «h4«hKlf ^ , 

4* '3?ltilfj|=h r^qi^'4* =h-sO*t *u«t>K ^WiPi^ 

srfiMvWSFl ^RT^F!, 3FPfT T T^ 236/2003) 

ejft y^lfVId RR?ft t, c£<R u&n qft 13-12*2006 =FT 
1ZTM ^3IT qr i 

[7T. TTrT-22012/289/2002-3TT^ 3TR(7ft.-II)l 

3T5R ^FTRR iffe, 3#RFlft 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 103. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 236/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Naigaon 
Sub Area (Wani Area) of WCL, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/289/2002-IR (C-1I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR. 

Case No. NGP/236/2003 Date 01-12-2006 

Petitioner: Shri Tulsiram Govinda Workman, 

Party No.l Shri Kannur Rajaram Madan, 

President, National Colliery Workers 
Congress, Br. Wani Area, Ramnagar, 
Ghugus, Qrt. No. 409, PO. Ghugus, Dist. 
Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 

Respondent : The Sub Area Manager 
Party No.2 Naigaon Sub Area (Wani Area) of WCL, 
PO. Bellora, Tah. Wani, Dist. Yavatmal 
(MS). 

AWARD 


(Dated: 1st December, 2006) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Tulsitjpm Govinda, 
Workman, through Shri Kannur Rajaram Madan, President, 
National Colliery Workers Congress, Sr. Wani Area, 
Ramnagar, Ghugus, Qrt. No. 409, PO. Ghugus, Dist. 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Party No.l and The Sub Area 
Manager, Naigaon Sub Area (Wani Area) ol WCL, Po. 
Bellora, Tah. Wani, Dist. Yavat#al (MS) 
Party No.2 referred the same for adjudication to this 
Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/289/2002-IR(CM-II) 


Dt. 13-10-2003 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) and sub 
Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Wani Area Tadali of WCL in reducing the category and 
wages of the workmen as detailed in the list enclosed is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman are 
entitled ?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing before the Tribunal 
on 01-12-2006. Right from the date of receipt of the reference 
nobody appeared. However, on behalf of respondent one 
Advocate Shri Pillai appeared and filed his Vakalatnama. 
Again on subsequent date nobody appeared till today. 
Hence it is disposed of for default of the petitioner. He has 
not submitted even the Statement of Claim, which indicate 
that he has no interest. It stands as rejected. In a result the 
action of the management is proper and legal and petitioner 
is not entitled for any relief. Hence this award. 

Dated: 0142-2006 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
13 ftswrc, 2006 

^T.3TT, 104.—facfFt srfalWT, 1947 ( 1947 
■^T 14) ■qft SfRT 17 ^ ftf, Rft. 

-Q^t. ^ ■graTRrif ^ TTons 3?K 33 ^ «h4«t>rtT ^ 

3 PdRy alliilPleft R eti^sdq 7R37R 

atftMRWSR ^ M3 (TrisRl 20/2005 ) 

y«blRlld MTTcft RR9FR RTl 13-12-2006 

«n i 

[■R. 1^-22012/80/2004-3^ 3*TC(Rft-II)] 
3P5RT rtfr ifte, 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 
S.O. 104. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/80/2004-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI AN. YADAV PRESIDING, OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR. 

Case No. NGP/20/200S Date 04-12-2006.. 

Petitioner Shri M. P. Ramteke, Workman, through 

Party No.l Shri Chandrakatn Khandaie, General 

Secretary, Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), 
Br. Chandrapur, C/o Khandre, Near 
Mahakali Temple, Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 
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Respondent : The Chief General Manager, 

Party No.2 Chandrapur Area of Western Coalfields 

Limited, Post & Disli. Chandrapur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated : 04th December 200b) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence ot disputes between The Chief General Manager. 
Chandrapur Area of Western Coalfields Limited, Post & 
Distt. Chandrapur (MS) Party No.l and Sh Chandrakatn 
Khandare. General Secretary. Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), 
Hr. Chandrapur, C/o Khandare, Near Mahakali Temple, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 1.-22012/ 
80/2004 -IR(CMTI) Dt. 28-01 -2005 under clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Chandrapur Area of WCL in excluding the name of Shri 
M. P. Ramteke, Store Keeper Gr. I from the seniority list of 
Store Keeper Gr. I as on 31 -01-1996 issued vide endorsement 
No. WCL/CHA/CCiM/ Adm./16093 dt. 20-02-1996 and 
therealter not considering him for promotion to the post of 
Sr. Store Keeper Special Gr. w.e.f. 01-0.2-1996 is legal and 
justified? II not. to what relief is the workman is entitled 
and from what date ?” 

3. The dispute came for the hearing before the 
Tribunal today on 04-12-2006. On behalf of the petitioner 
as well as respondent the respective representatives are 
present. The Petitioner Shri Ramteke is also present. They 
have amicably settled the matter between the management, 
workman and the union and finally they entered into an 
agreement. The Memorandum of Agreement is filed by the 
parties on record. They agreed fully and finally that the 
Tribunal should pass the award as per their settlement and 
their remains no dispute. The terms of the settlement are as 
under:— 

(1) The dispute is pending before the Hon'ble 
CGIT under Ref. No. L-22012 80 2004-IR 
(CM-II). 'The Parties have discussed the matter 
mutually and the workman was apprised that 
retrospective promotion cannot be done at this 
level and his case can be considered 
sympathetically by considering his promotion 
as Store Keeper Special Grade w.e.f. 14-10-2006 
against the sanctioned Manpower Budget 
2006-07. After apprising the same to the 
workman, both the parties agreed with this 
proposal and amicably settled the issue under 
following terms: 

(2) Sri M. P. Ramteke, Store Keeper will not be 
entitled for any notional seniority or any arrears 
arising out of this promotion took place on 
said mentioned date. 

(3) That the agreement shall not be treated as 
precedent in any other case. 


(4) That this agreement resolves the instant 
dispute fully and finally and no party to it shall 
be entitled to raise it or any issue related or 
incidental to it, in any forum in future. 

(5) That both the parlies agreed to file copies of 
the agreement before the Hon’ble Tribunal with 
prayer to kindly pass compromise award as 
per the terms of agreement. 

4. Both the parties agreed in the above terms and 1 
hold that the settlement is proper and legal. Hence she 
award is passed in the terms of settlement (has now their 
remain no dispute between the worker Shri M. P. Ramteke 
and the Management i.e. both the parlies. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 04-12-2006 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Tf fWT 13 K'HHT 2006 

W.3TT. 105.—TWlblT 1947 ( 1947 

T7 14) Tt ^TTTT 17 T TEi/LTI 4. WTl EKTN % Tf. TO. T 
w-pfr ^ ws fHTMT-i 3frc t wit 

4 rift* oWffTT fact 14 T TATR 'JlTTltOT 

■STtaTUT/^R -414104, 3MWI71 T W (TPU3 WIT 
12/2004) 3TFWit t, «TT#1 W&K TI 13-12-2006 

«FTt TTT^cT l|3Tf | 

[T. 22012/113/2003-301? 3TR(TT-ll) J 

sits wm 7ffe ( arfemfi 

New Delhi, the 13th December. 2006 

S.O. 105. — in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansal as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Ningha 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields E.td.. and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[ No. I .-22012/113/2(X)3-I R (C-11) j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL. 
PRESENT 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 12 of 2004 

Parties : Agent, Ningha (R) Colliery of M/s. E. C. 

Ltd.. Ningha, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

Shri M.N.Dubey, Organising Secretary, 
Colliery Mazdoor Union. (INTUC). 
Asansol. Burdwan. 
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REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman) : None. 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal. 

Dated the 31-10-2006 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers t mi red by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Hof 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide Its letter No. L-22012/ 
113/2003- IR(CM-II) dated 03-02-2004 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by thisTribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Ningha 
Colliery under Sripur Area of M/s. ECL in not 
promoting Sh. S.M.Kamaluddin with S/Sh 
Ugranarayan Singh and six others w.e.f. 7-10-02 as 
Fitter is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to ?” 

After having received the order No. L-22012/113/ 
2003-lR(CM-II) dated 03-02-2004 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 12 of 2004 
was registered on 16-02-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post with A/D to the parties concerned directing 
them to appear in the court on the date fixed and file their 
written statement along with the relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses in support of their claims. Pursuant to the 
said order notices through the registered post were issued 
to the respective parties. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that Sri P. K. 
Das, Advocate appeared for the management but no written 
statement has been filed on his behalf. It is further clear 
from the record that notice issued from the court was served 
upon the union on 03-06-2004 and after having received 
the notice put his signature with date on the A/D. The 
order sheets of the record go to show that several 
adjournments were given in this case since the date of 
personal service of the notice but nobody turned up to 
represent the case of the workmen concerned. The long 
non-appearance of the union in spite of the best legal 
personal service of the notice is itself clear to show that 
the union has lost its interest and does not want to proceed 
with the case further. In such a prevailing facts and 
circumstance of the case now it is not proper or advisable 
to keep the record pending any more as no purpose is to be 
served. As such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute A\#rd” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 


13 2006 

W.3TT. 106.—3tWlPl4i STfapRR, 1947 (1947 

^1 14) Ttf*. <£ 

W4rf5f M»|cf,T 3^ ^ 

ajWlPH f^TT^ A' <+^4 tUebK yWlpH 

-4I4M4, (TR^TRg^T 11/2004) 

^ W+lPfld RRFK 13-12-2006 ^ 

T7TRT pTT I 

[Tf. TT^T-22012/112/2003-3TTf 31K(7ft.-II)] 

3F3TR 3TP1"4>k1 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 106. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields Limited and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/112/2003-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 
Present: 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 
Reference No. 11 of2004 

Parties : Agent, Girmint (R) Colliery of ECL, Pariharpur, 
Burdwan 

Vrs. 

Sri Pathal Majhi, C/o Sri Kartik Chandra 
Gosh. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman) : Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, 

Advocate. 

Industry : Coal. State : West Bengal 

Dated the 09-11-2006. 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 

112/2003-lR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 has been pleased dated 
to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery in dismissing Sh. Pathal Majhi, 
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U.G.Loader, vv.e.f. 21-3-96 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from 
which date ?” 

Alter having received the Order No. L.-22012/112/ 
2003 -IR(C'M-Il) dated 30-01-2004 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour. New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 11 of 2004 
was registered on 16-02-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices to the parties 
concerned through the registered post with A/D directing 
them to appear in the court on the scheduled date and file 
their respective written statement along with the relevant 
documents and a list of witnesses in support of their 
specific claims. Pursuant to the said order notices by the 
registered post with Ad) were sent to the respective parties. 
Sri P.K.Das. Advocate and Sri Karlik Chandra Ghosh, 
Advocate appeared to represent the management and the 
union respectively and filed their written statement in 
support of their claims. 

From New Park perusal of the record it transpires 
that on 29-07-05 lawyers of both sides appeared and prayed 
for lime for filing their documents which was allowed and 
23-09-05 was the next fixed date for the same purpose. It is 
further clear from the order sheets of the record that the 
union left taking any step from the very next fixed date i.e. 
23-09-2005 and remained absent till 09-11-06. Several 
adjournments were granted to the union in between 
23-09-05 to 9-J1-06 to appear in the court in order to take 
suitable steps but to no effect. The regular absence of the 
union in spite of repeated adjournments go to indicate that 
the union has got no interest and docs not want to proceed 
with the case further. In such circumstance it is not proper 
and advisable to keep the record pending any more as no 
useful purpose is to come out. As such it is hereby 
ORDERED 

that let a "No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

qi fccrfl, 13 2006 

CET.3TT. 107.—1947 ( 1947 

14) *1KT 17 ^ T, ^#7 7F3FR t ^ 

erf *>4=bKl ^ ^7, 

■q 33WtfTT3F fcmK ^ 7FT37R 

3PHH4V1 (7K4 vfV-tl 14/2004) 

ycfcifitid i, ^ 13-12-2006 ^ 

f 3n 1 

[21. T^-22012/62/2003-3^ 3JK(7Tt-II)] 
■3T^T7 iffe, ^256 
New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 
S.O. 107.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.,No. 14/ 
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2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Asansol as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields Limited and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/62/2003-1R (C-I I) ] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

SRI MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. 14 of 2004. 

Parties: Agent, Girmint (R) Colliery of M/s. E C. 

Ltd., Pariharpur, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

Sh. Lilu Hembram, C/o Sh. Kartik 
Chandra Ghosh. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman) : Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, 

Advocate. 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated the 09-11-2006 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
62/2003-IR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery in dismissing Sh. Lilu Hembram, 
U.G.Loader. w.e.f. 23-09-96 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from 
which date ?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/62/ 
2003-IR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 14 of 2004 
was registered on 16-2-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices to the respective 
parties through the registered post directing them to appear 
in the court on the date fixed and file their respective written 
statement along with the list of relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses in support of their claims. In compliance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were issued 
to the parties concerned. Sri P. K. Das, Advocate and 
Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, Advocate appeared in the court 
to represent the management and the union respectively 
and filed their written statement in support of their claims. 
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From perusal of the record it transpires that 
23-09-2005 was the date fixed lor filing the documents by 
the union as a last chance but the order sheet goes to 
show that the union left taking any step since 23 09-05 to 
9-11-06, Several adjournments were granted to the union 
for its appearance to take proper step on its behalf but to 
no effect. The regular absence of the union from 23-09-05 
to 9-11-06 go to show that the union has left its interest 
and does not want to proceed with the record further. In 
the prevailing facts and circumstances of the case it is not 
proper and advisable to keep the record pending any more as 
there is no possibility of the appearance of the union or the 
workman concerned in the near future. As such it is hereby 
ORDERED 

that let a "No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
13 2006 

cFn\3TT. 108.—StfafW?, 1947 (1947 
14) 17 4 4, t RTF ^ 

4 TTRS Id 4144)1 3?ft T5R7 4>4=bRI 4 
t( frf^ 3iWini4) f44K. R 4<\4 TTT47R 4iWlPt<*> 
3Tfa4T u I/3R ^TTRTTTR, '3TTER4TT 4 RHsRI 

142/1999) 4t MehlHfld t, 4) RT4TR 

13- 12-2006 44 RIRT I 

[Tf. RTt-22012/63/1999-3Tff 3IR(7Tt.-II)] 
3T^T4 4T4K Rfe, 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 108. —In, pursuance of Section 17 ot the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 142/ 
1999) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Asansol as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of ECL and their workmen, which was received 
bv the Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/63/1999-1R (C-Il)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-IABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 
PRESENT 

SRI MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 142 Of 1999. 

PARTIES 


REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman): Sri S. K. Pandey, General 
Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress Asansol, Burdwan 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated 31-10-2006. 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
63/99/IR(CM-II) dated 25/31-08-1999 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Kottadih 
Project of M/s. ECL in not regularizing Sh. Ananda 
Noy Pal, General Mazdoor as Clerk w.e.f. 1993 is 
legal and justified? If not to what relict the workman 
concerned is entitled ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/63/99/ 
IR(CM-II) dated 25/31-08-1999 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi lor 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 142 ot 
1999 was registered on 14-9-99/5-10-01 and accordingly an 
order to that effect was passed to issue notices to the 
respective parties through the registered post directing 
them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statement along with the relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses id support of their claims. Accordingly 
notices were issued by the registered post with A/D to the 
parties concerned. Sri P.K.Das, Advocate and Sri 
S.K.Pandey, General Secretary of the union appeared on 
behalf of the management and the union respectively. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that none ol 
the parties have filed their written statement in spite of 
several adjournments. It further transpires lrom the order 
sheet of the record that 28-8-06 was the date fixed for filing 
written statement on behalf of the parties. S.K.Pande>. 
General Secretary of the union submitted that he has got 
no contact or instruction from the workman concerned since 
a long time. So he does not want to proceed with the ease 
further. The record goes to show that more than four years 
have been passed but none of the parties could lile their 
written statement in support of their claim which itsell 
indicates that the union has got no interest to proceed 
with the case. As such it is not proper or advisable to keep 
the record pending any more as no useful purpose is to be 
served. Hence it is hereby 

ORDERED 


Agent, Kottadih Project of ECL, 

Pandaveshwar, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

Chief General Secretary’, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress, Asansol, Burdwan 


that let a ”No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies ol the awa .1 u. tie. Uovt. ol India. Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi lor iniormation and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFAL. 7 KHAN. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th December, 2006 

S.O. 109. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 209/1994) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of NCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/298/1994-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR-COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. DGIT/LC/209/94 

Presiding Officer: Shri C. M. Singh 

Shri Subhash Rai, 

Through the President, NCWF (NIL), 

Amlohari Project, 

P. O. Anjlohari Colliery 

Distt. Sidhi .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Amlohari Project, NCL, 

Post. Amlohari Colliery, 

Distt. Sidhi .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of November. 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of labour 
vide its Notificaton No. L-22012/298/94- IR (C-II) dated 
15-11 -94 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal :— 

‘‘Whether the action of General'Manager. Amlohari 
Project of NCL in revoking absorplion/upgradation 
order dated 9-10-88 by way Shri Subhash Rai, Dumper 
Operator Gr II was bonafide is legal and justified ? 
To what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 


[Pari II— Si:c. 3(ii)j 

2. The case of workman Sri Subhash Rai is as follows. 
That he is presently working as Sr. Dumper Operator at a 
pay of Rs. 86.26 at Amlohari Project by order No. AML/ 
PD/Prmn/DR/94/742 dated 29-12-94 w. e. f. 10-11-94. That 
an agreement was entered into between the management 
of the then Company CCL (now NCL) and the 
representatives of the then M. P. Colliery Workers' 
Federation in respect of cases of Dumper Operators Grade 
II, who has been promoted from the post of Trainee Dumper 
Operators. The said agreement is as follows : 

(i) The existing Dumper Operators Grade II in 
Singrauli Area who has been Trainee Dumper 
Operators will be in the pay scale of Dumper 
Operator for one year (excluding the period of 
training). 

(ii) The existing Dumper Operator Grade II as 
referred to in sub para (i) above, who have 
completed one year’s service in that post will 
be put at par with Dumper Operator Gradc-I 
and paid “make-up” wages between Dumper 
Operators Grade I and Grade II in terms of para 
50 chapter 12 of Coal Wage Board report lor 
one year. 

(iii) After receiving payments of make up wages 
as indicated in sub para (ii) above, for one year 
they will be regularly absorbed as Dumper 
Operators Grade-1 and paid wages in the pay 
scale of that post and their pay will be fixed in 
that pay scale. 

(iv) The existing Dumper Operators Grade II as 
referred in Sub para (i) above, who have put in 
more than one year’s service as Dumper 
Operator Grade-II will also be given the benefit 
referred to in sub paras (ii) and (iii) above and 
arrears due to them will be paid to them. 

This agreement from the date of its execution i. c. 
2-1-1976 till date is in existence and has not been either 
superseded or substituted. The workman was appointed 
as general mazdoor Cat-I w. e. f. 19-9-1972 in Jhingurda 
Project, NCDC. He was promoted as driver Cat-V in the 
year 1974 and as Dumper Operator (Trainee) in 1975. t his 
training was to last for one year. A., Dumper Operator 
(Trainee) the workman was required to drive dumpers of 
35 tonnes (L W 35) whereas per j<T description contained 
in the compilation known as “Nomenclature Job Description 
and Categorisation of Coal Employees” circulated by JBCCI, 
a Dumper Operator (Trainee) is required to drive dumpers 
of capacity 8 to 15 tonnes. After successfully completing 
the training the. workman was designated as Dumper 
Operator Grade-II in the year 1975, In this year also, the 
workman drove dumpers of the same capacity whereas as 
per job description. Dumper Operators Grade II are required 
to drive dumpers of the capacity of 15 to 22 tonnes. The 
workman was promoted and regularised as Dumper 
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Operator Grde-I in 1978 w. e. f. 4-8-78 by order dated 
5-12-1978. He was on probation for one year which he 
completed successfully. He continued to work as Grade-1 
Dumper Operator upto 1982. Thereafter he was subject to 
the departmental enquiry which resulted in punishment of 
reversion and accordingly the workman was reverted as 
Dumper Operator Grade-II in May 1983. The workman 
continued to work as Grade-11 Dumper Operator thereafter. 
Though the workman ought to have been promoted/ 
regularised as Dumper Operator Grade-1 after one year as 
per the policy of Northern Coalfields Limited persuant to 
the agreement dated 2-1-1976, but he was not promoted. 
On contrary since 1984, the workman was required to drive 
Dumpers of the capacity of 85 tonnes, a job that of a special 
Grade Dumper Operator, as per job description. In other 
words while the workman was kept on the lower post with 
less pay, but was required to perform the duties of higher 
posts carrying higher pay. This continued for a number of 
years. It appears that some wisdom prevailed upon the 
management in the year 1988 and an order No. AML/PD/ 
PM/Prmn/88/1672 dated 9-10-88 was passed. It was given 
to understand that in terms of recommendations of the 
Departmental Promotion Committee constituted vide office 
order AML/PD/PM/Prmn/DPC/88/1550 dated 23-9-88, the 
applicant was absorbed/upgraded from the dates noted 
below and was on probation for a period of one year :—- 

(i) Difference of wages of Grade 1 Dumper Operator 
with effect from 27-5-1984. 

(ii) Absorption as Dumper Operator Grade 1 with 
effect from 27-5-1985. 

(iii) Difference of wages of Sr. Dumper Operator 
with effect from 27-5-1985. 

It is submitted that the said order was issued after 
consideraton/assessmcnt of the suitability of the workman 
by the duly constituted Departmental Promotion Committee 
and in strict compliance of the agreement referred above 
dated 2-1 -1976. That to the utter surprise of the workman, 
without assigning any reasons, without affording any 
opportunity and in utter disregard to all the norms/terms oi 
promotion policy flowing from the agreement dated 
2-1-1976, the management passed an order No. GM/AML/ 
88/2539 dated 8-1-89 i. e. prior to the issuance of promotion/ 
absorption order dated 9-10-88 revoking the order dated 
9-10-88 with retrospective effect. Being aggrieved by the 
order of reversion, the workman had raised an Industrial 
dispute before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), 
Shahdol. While the conciliation proceedings were going 
on the workman though was designated and paid wages of 
Dumper Operator Grade-II but was required to perform 
duties of special Grade Dumper Operator as he was to drive 
Dumpers of 85 tonnes capacity, the job which the workman 
has been doing since 1984 uninterruptedly. In addition 
thereto by order No. Dy. GM/Minc 90 dated 11-8-90, the 
workman was required to perform the duties of Pit 
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Supervisor also. The nature ot duties are specified in the 
said letter. The nature of job as per job description of Pits 
Supervisor is as follows :— 

“A Pit Supervisor would be required to ensure that 
shift is started in time and it does not end before the 
prescribed time. He will be responsible lor deployment of 
equipment on the face and their sale and cffecient 
operation, regulation of dumpers in the dumping siie and 
coordination between shovels, dumpers, dozers, drills and 
blasting and safely operation. He will also be entrusted 
with preparation of production report during the shill and 
maintenance of link of communication between the 
management and the workers in the machines quarries so 
that improvement of productivity through belter use of 
machinery and morale of workers can be achieved. The Pit 
Supervisor will be the team leader and the main duty will be 
to plan and co-ordinate the operation in such a way that 
optium utilisation of the HEM is made. He should also 
check the machines periodically and operate the machines 
for demonstration and operating efficiency. He may also 
check ,'ue delays in the operation. As a leader of the 
operation he has to educate and inculcate a sense of 
punctuality and efficiency amongst the workers.” 

While discharging the duties and responsibilities as 
above, the Pit Supervisor shall work under the guidance 
or, and in co-ordination with, though statutory supervisory 
Personnel employed in the open east mine, for the strict 
compliance, of the provisions, rules and regulations, in 
force, under the Mines Act (I. I. No. 36 dated 2-4-1981). 
Comparing the two, the job performed by the workman and 
that of Pit Supervisor shown above are identical and similar. 
That to the surprise of the applicant by order No. Dy. CM/ 
Mine/53 dated 1-9-91 the order dated 11-8-90 was cancelled 
i. e. after one year one month. In view ol the above the 
order of revocation dated 8-1 -89 is wholly illegal and cannot 
be sustained in the eye of law. 

3. The management contested the retcrence and tiled 
their Written Statement. Their case in brief is as follows. 
That the workman was appointed on 4-9-72 and was made 
Dumper Operator (Trainee) on 1 •• 1 -25 and was regularised 
as Dumper Operator Grade-II w.e.f. 1-1-76. He was promoted 
to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-! w e. t. .2! -8-78. 1 he 
averment of the workman that he was promoted to Dumper 
Operator Grade-I in 1976 is incorrect and lah e. 1 he conduct 
of the workman was not satisfactory since very begining. 
He was in the habit of taking law in his hand. He had 
committed major misconduct on several occassions lor 
which he was punished. Some of the incidents of 
misconduct committed by workman and punishment 
imposed on him from time to time are given below:— 

The workman was issued a chargesheel No. 37-44 
dated 18-7-82 on the charge of theft. A departmental enquiry 
was conducted against the said charge. Based on the 
proved misconduct in the DE, the workman was served 
with a punishment order No. 6957-65 dated*26th May 1983 
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and the punishment of reversion to the post of Dumper 
Operator Grade-II in the pay scale of Rs. 23.60-1.13-37.16 
and fixation of basic pay at the stage of Rs. 23.6- per day in 
that scale w. e. f. 27-5-83 was awarded. The workman was 
served with a chargshcet No. 2001 dated 16-9-86 for 
obstructing workers from attending their duties on 14-9-86 
and he also did not attend duty though he was chartered 
lor that Sunday duty due to which production loss 
occurred. Therefore, he was placed under suspension 
through the said order. Having proved the misconduct 
committed by the workman, he was served with punishment 
order No. 154, dated 27/30-4-87 awarding him punishment 
of conlirming the suspension period from 17-9-86 to 
27-9-86 interalia administering a warning to the effect that 
if such misconduct is repeated, it would be taken seriously 
and an entry shall be made in his service book. The 
workman was again served with a chargesheet No. 2418 
dated 14-10-86 for leaving his work place during duty hours 
without permission due to which the management suffered 
loss ol production. The workman was served with 
chargesheet No. 4787 dated 3-1-86 as the door lock of the 
dumper he was operating on 18-12-85 (dumper No. 5509) 
was broken out and went out in the field due to negligence 
and carelessness. The workman was again issued with a 
chargesheet No. 15 dated 7-2-87 for physically obstructing 
his co-workman namely Shri Bans Rakhan Pd. Tiwari, D/ 
Operator on 21-1-87 from going to duty due to which Shri 
Tiwari was injured and could not attend duty which has 
resulted in loss of production. The workman was again 
served with charge sheet No. 294 dated 28-8-87 for forcibly 
and unauthorisely breaking open the lock of Miner’s 
quarter No. 235 which was previously alloled to Workers’ 
Recreation Club which was subsequently alloted for 
proposed Consumers’ Cooperative Store, Amlohri. He was 
again served with chargesheet No. 132 dated 10-1-88 for 
instigating 3rd shift operators on 9-1-88 to stop work which 
resulted in production loss of 8500 cum overburden and 
about 600 M/T of coal. He was served with punishment 
order No. 1632 dated 3-10-88 against the chargesheet No. 

132 dated 10-1-88 and punishment of confirming the period 
of suspension for the period from 11-1-88 to 16-1-88 
(excluding Sundays) for the proved misconduct of habitual 
indiscipline and committing misconduct on different 
occassions. He was also warned to be careful in future and 
in case of recurrence of such act, in future, the matter will 
be viewed very seriously with an entry in the service book. 
The workman was declared persona-non-grata vide office 
order No. GM/AML/279 dated 28-8-97 forgiving threats to 
ollicers. That for the purpose of promotion, a Departmental 
Promotion Committee is constituted which make 
recommendations for promotion of eligible candidates. 
The DPC is bound to act in accordance with the procedure 
laid down for. The DPC is bound to assess the ACRs of the 
concerned employees, their integrity and fitness for 
promotion. The recommendations of DPC are subject to 
approval by the Competent Authority. It is not necessary 


that the recommendations of the DPC should be accepted 
in toto by the competent authority. It is well within the 
powers of the competent authority to accept or reject the 
DPC proceedings. In the instant case, the competent 
authority in exercise of powers vested in him did not find 
the workman fit for promotion to the next higher grade 
keeping in view the various misconducts committed by 
him from time to time as mentioned above. Due to some 
mistake, an office order was issued Vide No. 1672 dated 
9-10-1988 absorbing/upgrading the workman to the Posi 
of Dumper Operator Grade I w.e.f. 27-5-85 which was 
revoked by the competent authoirty Vide Office Order 
No. 2539 dated 8-1-89. The order of absorption 
upgradation was issued by Mistake and there was no 
question of giving any opportunity. There was no 
violation of norms of promotion/observation. The 
Promotion is given based on annual performance for the 
past. The ACRs of the workman were not uplo the mark 
for consideration of his case for promotion/absorption. 
In view of the above, the action of the management in 
not absorbing/upgrading the workman to the post of 
Dumper Operator Grade-1 is legal, proper and 
justified and the workman is not entitled to any relief 
what-so-ever. 

4. The workman Union in order to prove their case 
examined workman Shri Subhash Rai and filed certain 
documents. The management for defending the reference 
examined their witnesses Shri Lalta Choubey. the then Sr. 
Mining Engineer and Shri O.P.N.Sinha. the then 
Dy.Personnel Manager (Administration) of the management 
and filed certain documents. 

5. 1 have heard Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate ihe 
learned counsel for the management. I could not' get an 
opportunity of hearing either the workman in person or his 
counsel as no body was present before this tribunal for 
workman/Union on the dale the case was fixed for argument. 
Written arguments of both the parlies arc on record. 

6. I have very carefully gone through the entire 
evidence on record and considered the argument of both 
the parties. 

7. As per averment of the workman/Union in ihe 
statement of claim, the workman was appointed as General 
Mazdoor Category ! w.e.f. 19-9-72. But in the Written 
Statement of the management, it has been pleaded that the 
workman was appointed on 4-9-72. The above averment in 
the statement of claim and the above pleading of the 
management is not material for giving finding in this 
reference case, ll has been admitted to both the parties 
that the workman was made dumper operator (trainee) on 
1-1-75, he was promoted to the post of dumper operator 
Grade-I in the year 1978. A departmental enquiry was 
conducted for the charge ol theft against the workman in 
the year 1982, based on the proved misconduct in the DH. 
the workman was served with punishment of reversion to 
the post of dumper operator Grade-11 w.e.f. 27-5-83. and 
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thereafter on recommendation of the departmental 
promotion committee, he was absorbed/upgraded the post 
of Dumper Operator Grade-1 w.e.f. 27-5-85. It has been 
pleaded by the management that due to some mistake, the 
said office order was issued absorbing/upgrading the 
workman to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-1 w.e.f. 
27-5-85, which was revoked by the Competent Authority 
vide order dated 8-1-89. It has been submitted on behalf of 
the workman in the written statement that during the 
relevant period for consideration of his claim for promotion 
to the higher post i.e. during the period of 1984-85 and 
1986, his ACRs have been positive and there was no reason 
what-so-ever not to promote him. He was accordingly 
rightly promoted vide order dated 9-10-88. It has been 
further submitted by the workman that the relevant ACRs 
report of performance for the period April 1984-85 & 1986 
are already on record, the over all grading or rating of the 
workman is good and the Reviewing Officer has agreed to 
it, hence it was incorrect to say that the promotion was 
given to the workman by mistake. 

8. Against the above, it has been submitted by the 
learned counsel for the management that the conduct of 
the workman was not satisfactory from the beginning, he 
was in the habit of taking law in his hand and had committed 
major misconduct on several occassions for which he was 
punished. It is to be noted here that management’s 
witnesses Shri Lalta Choubey and Shri O.P.N.Sinha in their 
deposition has narrated about the various chargesheets 
issued to the workman during the period 1982 to 1988. It is 
to be noted here that management’s witness Shri O. P. N. 
Sinha has not been cross examined on behalf of the 
workman/Union. The order dated 27-8-01 on the ordersheet 
of this reference reveals that the learned counsel for the 
workman did not want to cross examine the management’s 
witness Shri Sinha in the light of evidence of management 
witness Shri S.N.Choubey. In this manner, the affidavit 
filed by Shri O.P.N.Sinha, management’s witness is 
uncontroverted and unchallenged. Therefore it should be 
read in evidence as it is. This affidavit proves that during 
the period 1982 to 1988, the workman was issued with charge 
sheet several times for misconduct and was punished. 
During the evidence of cross examination, workman 
Shri Subhash Rai admitted that in the year 1982 he was 
charged for theft and after departmental enquiry, he was 
reverted to the Dumper Operator Grade-II. He further 
admitted that in the year 1986, a chargesheet was issued to 
him for obstructing the other workers from attending their 
duty. He also admitted that in the year 1987, he was issued 
with a chargesheet for forcibly and unauthorisedly breaking/ 
opening the lock of miner quarter. Not only the above, the 
workman also admitted in his evidence of cross examination 
that in the year 1988, he was issued chargesheet for 
instigating 3rd shift operators’ to stop work and in the end 
he admitted that on 28-8-87, he was declared persona-non- 
grata vide order of the management for giving threats to 


the officers. Thus it is very well established from the 
unchallenged and uncontroverted testimony of Shri 
O.P.N.Sinha and Shri Lalta Choubey and the above 
evidence of cross examination of workman that he was 
issued a charge sheet No. 37-44 dated 18-7-82 on the charge 
of theft, a departmental enquiry was conducted against 
the said charge, based on the proved misconduct in the 
DE, the workman was served with punishment order 
No. 6957-65 dated 26th May, 1983 and the punishment of 
reversion to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-11 was 
awarded, he was Served with a chargesheet No. 2001 dated 
16-9-86 for obstructing worker from attending their duties 
on 14-9-86 and he also did not attend duty though he was 
chartered on that Sunday due to which production loss 
occurred, and therefore he was placed under suspension, 
he was again served with a charge sheet No. 294 dated 
28-8-87 for forcibly and unauthorisedly breaking open the 
lock of Miner’s Quarter No. 235 which was previously 
allotted to workers recreation club, which was subsequently 
allotted for consumers co-operative store, Amlohri, he was 
again served with charge sheet No. 132 dated 10-1-88 for 
instigating Illrd shift operators on 9-1-88 to stop work 
which resulted in production loss of 8500 cum overburden 
about 600 M/T of coal for which he was served with 
punishment of confirming the period of suspension for the 
period from 11-1-88 to 16-1-88 (excluding Sundays) for the 
proved misconduct of habitual indiscipline and committing 
misconduct on different occassions and he was declared 
persona-non-grata vide office order No. GM/AML/279 
dated 2-8-87 for giving threats to officers. Thus it is fully 
established from the evidence on record that the conduct 
of the workman was not satisfactory, he was in the habit of 
taking law in his hand and had commiited major misconduct 
on several occassions for which he was punished. It is for 
the above reason that by an office mistake, the approval of 
the competent authority was sought for promotion of the 
workman based on the recommendation of the DPC. When 
this mistake came to the knowledge of the competent 
authority, the order was revoked vide office order No. 2539 
dated 8-1-89. 

9. It has been submitted by the learned counsel for 
the management that the recommendation of DPC are 
subject to approval by the Competent authority and it is 
not necessary that the recommendation of DPC should be 
accepted in toto. It is well within the powers of the 
Competent Authority to accept or to reject the DPC 
proceedings and therefore in the instant case, the 
Competent Authority in exercising the powers vested in 
him did not find the workman fit for Promotion to the next 
higher grade, considering the various misconducts 
committed by him from time to time. It has been submitted 
for the workman in the written argument that prior to 
revoking the order of his promotion, he was not given any 
notice of being heard. Against it, it has been submitted by 
the learned counsel for the management that the order of 
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absorplion/upgradation was issued by mistake and there 
was no question of giving any opportunity. He submitted 
that there was no violation of norms for promotion/ 
absorption. He emphasized that the promotion is the 
management's Junction and it is not the function of the 
tribunal to consider the merits or demerits of the various 
employees itself and then decide whom to promote and 
whom not to promote. In this respect, he placed reliance on 
Broke Bond India Pvt. I td. versus their workman reported 
in AIR 1966-SC-668, i have gone through the law cited 
above. The following has been held therein :— 

‘Generally speaking promotion is a management 
function but it may be recognized that there may 
be occasions when a tribunal may have to interfere 
with pre-motions made by the management where 
it is felt that person superseded have been so 
superseded on account of malafidcs or 
victimization, liven so alter a finding of malafidcs 
or victimization, it is not the Junction of a tribunal 
to consider the merits of various employees itself 
and then decide whom to promote or whom not 
to promote. U it finds that promotions have been 
made which are unjustified on the ground of 
malalides or of victimization, the proper course 
lor it to take is to set aside the promotions and 
ask the management to consider the cases of 
superseded employees and decide for itself 
whom to promote, except of course the person 
whose promotion has been set aside by the 
tribunal'. 

Having considered the iacts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the considered opinion that it is not a 
case wherein the workman has been victimised. The 
management after having considered that the workman had 
committed major misconduct on several occassions for 
which he was punished has rectified the order issued by 
the office mistake for promotion/upgradaiion of the 
workman with retrospective effect. 

10. I he w orkman's case for upgradation promotion 
is not made >u ; miiy on the ground that he opeuded high 
eapacm dumpers. \\ has come in the idenee of 
managements witness Shri Ealta Choubee and 
Sht i O.P.N. Sinha that the workman was paid -hi fie re nee of 
wages whenever he was asked to operate high capacity 
dumpers and driving of high capacity dumpers does not 
make him eligible lor promotion. BehIi the above witnesses 
have specifically denied that the workman worked as pit 
operator. Both of them attracted the attention of this 
tribunal towards order No. DGM(M)./AMI 90 (Exhibit M 
13) and deposed that the said order is specific. According 
to their testimony, the workman was not assigned the duties 
o! pit supervisor, in the aforesaid order, it was dearly staled 
that the workman will not be eligible for claim to the post of 
Fit Supervisor. It has also been submitted by the learned 
counsel for the management that the claim for the post of 


Pit Supervisor is beyond the scope or order of reference. 1 
am of the considered opinion that the claim for the post of 
Pit Supervisor by the workman is beyond the scope of 
order of reference. 

1 1. It is clear from the further evidence on record that 
the workman has been given due promotions since the 
year 1990 till date. 

12. In view of the facts discussed above, it is hereby 
held that the action of the General Manager Arnlohri Project 
of NCL in revoking absorption/upgradation order dated 
9-10-88 by which Shri Subhash Rai, Dumper Operator 
Grade-II was bonafide as legal and justified and 
consequently he is not entitled to any relief. The parlies 
shall bear their own costs of this reference. T he reference 
is decided accordingly. 

13. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
E? 20 1ETFE7, 2006 

efrr.3Tr. no.—I eet? eMete, 1947 (1947 
=FT 14) ^FT EKT 17 34^EET E, *.<\<\ fU4>K 34EETE 
WTTT T EE£ fTTRTj dflT ?fpfolTCf % 
#3,e amiiPi* E eefk 3fkiiPi*h 
SrfsraWSTC 44MT, T EER TEsET El 

341 i El 3TE 70/96) Tt ETTtTTE EvETf t. El 

EEFK ET 20" 1 2- 2006 TT WE : |34T ET! 

[E. t^T-14011/11/1994-341? 34K(TTE) j 
34TE TEF 3TfyTET 

New Delhi, the 20th December. 2006 

S.O. 110. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CG1T 
LC/R/70/96) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the management of Ordance 
Factory and their workman, which was received In the 
Central Government on 20-12-20( 16. 

[No. I.-1401 1 1 1 1994-1R(I)1 !| 
SliRI NORA SINGH. Desk Office! 

ANNUM RE 

BEFORE THE CENT RAF GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNA1XXM-I ABOUR COURT, 
JABALPl R 

NO. CG IT/ LC/R/70/96 
Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Raghuvil Singh Chhonkar, 

Qr. No. 2229.T1. Ordnance Factory. 

Itarsi 


... Workman 
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Versus 

The General Manager, 

Ordnance Factory, 

I tarsi : • • • Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 1st day of December, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-l 40 11/11 /94-IR(DU) dated 26-2-96 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Ordnance Factory, Itarsi in imposing the penalty of a 
reduction in pay by two stages from 
Rs. 1530 to Rs. 1470 per month in Pay Scale of 
Rs. 1200-30-1560-HB-40-2040 for a period of one year 
on Shri R. S. Chhonkar, Supervisor (NT), Yand B 
Section. Ordnance Factory, Itarsi w.e.f. 11-7-94 as 
well as stoppage of this increment during the penalty 
period is justified? If not, what relief the workman 
is entitle to 0 *’ 

2. The ease of workman Shri R.S.Chhonkar in brief is 
as follows. That he was President of Ordnance Factory, 
Iia.-si Branch of Ayudh Nirmani Karmachari Sangh Union, 
i R had sought for permission from the General Manager, 

()i dnance Factory, Itarsi for holding a gate meeting at 4.30 
pm (i.e. after duly hours) on 16-11-92 in order to introduce 
and convey the message of the All India Federation Level 
leaders.of Bhartiya Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh (BPMS) 
who had arrived to take part in a steering committee 
organised by the Union. The permission for holding the 
gate meeting was not retused by the office ol the General 
Manager, Ordnance Factory. Itarsi. Accordingly the gale 
meeting was organised and held and the federation leaders 
were introduced before the workers by the workman as he 
w as on sanctioned leave on that particular day and had 
acted in the capacity of the then President of the Union. 
Immediately after the departure of the federation leaders, a 
charge sheet, with multiple false and fabricated allegations 
was issued to the workman on 17-12-92. On refusal of the 
charges in writing by the workman, a court of enquiry under 
Rule-14 of CCS(GCA) Rules, 1965 was instituted against 
him which continued for a period of 9 months from 6-4-93 
to 24-1 -94. During the course of enquiry, the workman’s 
Union raised the dispute under the I.D.Act, 1947 with 
ALC(C), Bhopal. That it is duly esteemed constitution of 
India which confers right on the office bearer of the Union 
to hold gate meetings as and when necessitated and 
therefore the cause of issuing the chargesheet is unfounded 
and baleless. The authorities cannot restrain or barricade 
the Union from holding such meetings. The charge sheet 
was illegal as it was not signed by the appointing authority 
himself. Infact the chargesheet was signed only by that 
officer who was criticized by the workman in the said gate 
meeting on 16-11-92. The officer who was appointed as 
1-inquiry Officer was working under the officer who had 


signed the chargesheet. Obviously there was an abstract 
domination by the criticized oflicer on the Enquiry Ollicer. 
The charges framed against the workman were based on 
completely vague documents which were not signed by 
anyone, unauthenticated, overwritten and prepared bv way 
of arranging dillerent portions ot reports. The copy of 
necessary documents asked lor were not issued by the 
Enquiry Officer to the workman which deprived the 
workman of the reasonable opportunity of defending this 
case. The Disciplinary Authority was biased against the 
workman. Though a date of hearing was fixed 12-7-94 lor 
conciliation by ALC( C). Bhopal, the disciplinary authority 
under dilemma and fear ol probable dilution ol the 
allegation/charges imposed the penalty on the workman 
for reduction of pay by two stages irom 1530-1470 lor a 
period of one year with cumulative effect vide order dated 
H. 7 . 94 . 11 is worthwhile to he noted here that while the 
date of conciliation/hearing was fixed on 12-7-94. the penalty 
was imposed on the workman just one day belore i.e. on 
11-7-94 prior to appearing before the ALC(C) Bhopal and 
taking part in the conciliation. This haste itsell is a proof ol 
the prejudiced and vindictive attitude oi the Disciplinary 
Authority and clear violation of the labour laws as the 
penalty has been ordered during the pendency ol the 
conciliation proceedings and thus the injustice has been 
done to the workman. 

3. The management in order to contest the reference 
filed their Written Statement. Their case in brief is as loliows. 
That Shri R.S.Chhonkar has committed grave misconduct 
of organising unauthorised meeting, mislead the laclory 
employees while delivering speech, spoke ill ot an ollicer 
etc. in his personal capacity. Hence disciplinary action was 
taken against him and the penalty ot reduction in pay by 
two stages from Rs. 1530 to Rs. 1470 in the time scale of 
Rs.l 200-30- 1560-EB-40-2040 for a period of one year with 
cumulative effect vide order dated 11-7-94 was deposed 
on him. Regarding stoppage of increment during the penally 
period as mentioned in the schedule oi reierence order ol 
Ministry of Labour, it is submitted that this is not a separate 
penalty but a consequential effect oi implementation ol 
the penalty of reduction in pay with cumulative effect which 
is a major penalty. That Union named Ayudh Nirmani 
Karmachari Sangh, an unrecognised Union of Ordnance 
Factory, Itarsi affiliated to B.M.S (here-in-atler relerred as 
Union) intimated vide their letter dated 3-11-92 that they 
were holding a steering Committee meeting of their Union 
on 15-11-92 and 16 - 11-92 inviting their representatives from 
different parts of the country. They also intormed that 
their representatives would include MPs and other 
outsiders. They have requested the following lor the 
aforesaid purpose vide their above letter:— 

a. To spare staff club for Steering Committee 
meeting; 

b. To provide vehicles for transportation of their 
Chief Office bearers on 14-11-92; 
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c. To provide accomodation at Ordnance Factory 
Guest House for their Chief Office—bearers. 

d. To give time for discussion on 15-J 1-1992 or 
16-11-1992. and 

e. To accord permission for holding Gate meeting 
on 16 11-1992 at 4.30 pm. 

Their icquest from (a) to (d) above was given due 
consideration by the management and necessary 
arrangements to spare stall club lor meeting, to provide 
transport and accomodation to their ehici cilice bearers 
etc. were made and there was no complaint about this from 
the aforesaid Union. Further, a meeting with the General 
Manager was also arranged on 16-11-92 at 15.00 hours at 
Inspection Hunglow and there was discussion with the 
Members of their Central Unit (Mahasangh Bhartiya 
Pratiraksha M a/.do or Sangh) in which the members of the 
aforesaid Union were also present. This meeting was very 
cordial wherein views of management as well as Unions 
were exchanged on various general issues. As already 
mentioned above, the Union had intimated vide their 
letter dated 3-11-92 that outsiders including political 
leaders would also participate in the meeting. Normally no 
outsiders and political leaders are allowed to deliver speech 
at the factory main gate on security grounds. Hence the 
management decided not to permit holding such meetings 
in front of the factory main gate during mustering out of 
the employees at 4.30 pm. In fact when the members of the 
said Union met the General Manager in the morning on 
13-11-92. the General Manager expressed his inability to 
give permission for holding the meetings in front of factory 
main gate owing to security reasons and requested them 
to consider to hold the said meeting in the Workmen club 
(Satpura Club) premises in the factory estate area for which 
the Union Executives had readily agreed. It is pointed out 
that the factory was limping to normalcy after the strike of 
45 days and under such circumstances it was considered 
that any gale meeting wherein any provocative speeches 
are likely to be delivered would result in industrial unrest in 
the factory, and consequent loss in Defence production. 
This apprehension of the management was explained to 
the Union and other Federation members by the General 
Manager, who had appreciated the same and agreed to 
hold the meeting elsewhere. Accordingly, a letter bearing 
No. 1236 (2) ANKS/OFI dated 13-11-1992 was issued to 
the said Union permitting them to hold their meeting at 
the premises of workmen club (Satpura Club) in the Factory 
Estate area on 16-11-1992 at 16.30 hours. This letter was 
received by Shri R. S. Chhonkar, the then President of 
the aforesaid Union on 14-11-1992. Although no permission 
was given for holding the meeting at the Main gate of the 
factory, it was noticed by the Security Staff on 16-11-1992 
that a meeting v/as being organised by some 
factory employees under the leadership of the said 
Shri R. S. Chhonkar. Shri Chhonkar was found organising 
the said meeting in utter disregard to the decision of the 


•management of which he was fulv aware of. 
Shri R. S. Chhonkar not only unauthorised organised 
the said meeting on the factory main gate but also delivered 
speech uttering a lot of false, wrong and baseless 
information about the factory management. He also spoke 
ill of a factory officer in utter disregard to all decency and 
decorum. The above activities of the workman Shri R. S. 
Chhonkar were quite unbecoming of a Government servant. 
Hence, the Disciplinary Authority decided to take 
disciplinary action against him. Accordingly he was charge 
sheeted under Rule-14 of i.he Central Civil Services 
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules. 1965 vide 
charge memo No. 1258/143/VIG./CS/92/OF1 dated 
21-11-1992 for Gross misconduct - (i) Organising 
unauthorised Gate meeting, (ii) Delivering speech in 
unauthorised Gate meeting (iii) Making false allegations 
against a senior officer of the factory in an unauthorised 
gate meeting (iv) Misguiding the factory employees and 
(v) conduct unbecoming ol a Government servant. 

Workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar did not reply to the 
said chargesheet within the stipulated time and in order to 
give him adequate opportunity, the Disciplinary Authority 
constituted a court of enquiry vide order dated 6-1-93 to 
enquire into the matter. However his Written Statement of 
defence dated 28-12-1992 was received by the Disciplinary 
Authority after constitution of the enquiry. The Enquiry 
Officer conducted the enquiry strictly following the 
procedure laid down in CCS(CC&A) Rules, 1965 and 
submitted findings on 31-3-94. All the charges framed 
against the said Shri Chhonkar were found established by 
the Enquiry Officer. The copy of the enquiry report was 
forwarded to the workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar vide 
memorandum dated 5-5-94 for his information and 
submitting representations, if any, within a period of 15 
days. Although he received the said momorandum along 
with enquiry report on 25-5-94, he did not submit any 
representation. Instead, he asked for a Hindi version of the 
Enquiry Report which was also provided to him on 13-6-94 
and he was again asked to submit his representation, if 
any, within a period of 7 days. But, instead of submitting 
any representation, the workman filed a petition before the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Jabalpur vide OA No.333 
of 1994 praying for quashing the chargesheet of Enquiry 
Report. The Honourable tribunal directed vide order dated 
16-6-94 not to pass any final order in the disciplinary case 
till the disposal of aforesaid OA. Thereafter the Honourable 
tribunal vide its oral judgement dated 1-7-94 declined to 
admit the said OA. The Disciplinary Authority decided the 
case considering all the relevant documents pertaining to 
the case with reference to the enquiry report and imposed 
the penalty as mentioned above. The workman filed an 
appeal before the Appellate Authority vide his appeal dated 
3-8-94 which has been rejected by the Appellate Authority 
being meritless vide order No. 10740 /A/VIG dated 
21-4-1995. In view of the facts mentioned above, the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 
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4. My learned predecessor in office vide order dated 
23-8-99 recorded his finding on preliminary issue that it is 
decided that the procedure followed in the DE is proper, 
valid and legal and thus he decided the preliminary issue in 
favour of the management and against the workman. The 
findings shall form the part of the award. 

5. I have heard workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar in 
person and Shri S. K. Mishra, Joint General Manager 
(Admn.) for the management. I have very carefully gone 
through the record of the reference case. It has been 
submitted by the workman in person that the penalty 
imposed on him is disproportionate to the misconduct. He 
specifically submitted that a lesser punishment in lieu of 
penalty imposed should have been given by the 
management for his act of misconduct. Against the above, 
it has been submitted on behalf of the management that 
the penalty imposed on the workman is ccmmensurated 
with the gravity of offence since the offence committed by 
him is grave in nature. It has been further submitted on 
behalf of the management that the fact of organising 
meeting at main gate of the factory unauthorisely by 
workman and delivering speech in the said gate meeting is 
undisputed and therefore before imposing the penalty on 
him, the Disciplinary Authority considered all documents 
pertaining to the case and also the evidence of witnesses 
as well as the enquiry report and held the workman guilty 
of the charges. That the Disciplinary Authority, therefore, 
imposed the penalty of reduction of pay by two stages for 
a period of one year with cumulative effect. The disciplinary 
action taken against the workman is strictly following the 
procedure laid down in statutory rules and is perfectly 
legal. It has been emphasized on behalf of the management 
that the penalty imposed is also commensurated with 
gravity of offence and hence the workman is not entitled 
to get any relief. Having considered the facts and 
circumstances of the case, I am of the considered opinion 
that adequate penalty has been imposed on the workman 
for his proven act of misconduct and he is not entitled for 
lesser punishment than that imposed by the Disciplinary 
Authority by way of penalty. 

6. In view of the above, I am of the considered 
opinion that the award be passed in favour of the 
management and against the workman, but considering 
the circumstances of the case, I am of the view that the 
parties should be directed to bear their own costs of this 
reference. Consequently the award is passed in favour of 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of the management of Ordnance Factory, I tarsi in 
imposing the penalty of a reduction in pay by two stages 
fromRs. 1530 to Rs. 1470 per month in Pay Scale of Rs.1200- 
30-1560-EB-40-2040 for a period of one year on Shri R. S. 
Chhonkar, Supervisor (NT), Y & E Section, Ordnance 
Factory, I tarsi w.e.f. 11-7-94 as well as stoppage of his 
increment during the penalty period is justified and he is 
not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own 
costs of this reference. 


7. Copy of the award be sent to the Government ol 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

fWl , 20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th December, 2006 
S.O. 111. — In pursuance of Section 1 7 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. IXID 
117/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Sainik School. Korukonda and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-12-2006. 

[No. L-14025/2/2006-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAI A IUM-1ABOLR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 
PRESENT 

Shri T. Ramachandra Reddy, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 7th October, 2005 
Industrial Dispute L. C. I. D. No. 117/2004 
BETWEEN 

N. Venkata Rao 
S/o Lakshmayya (late) 

R/oD.No. 8-18-828, 

Ganesh Nagar, 

V. T. Agraharam, Vizianagaram. .Petitioner 

And 

1. The Local Board Chairman & Flag Officer 
Command in Chief 
M/s. Sainik School, Korukonda, 

Eastern Naval Command, 

Naval Headquarters, 

Visakhapatanam. 

2 The Principal, 

M/s. Sainik School, 

Korukonda, 

Vizianagaram Mandal & District. 
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3. The Honorary Secretary, 

Ministry of Defence, 

Sainik Schools Society, 

Room No. 222-A, South Block Sena Bhavan, 

New Delhi .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sontyana Mohana Rao, Advocate 
for the Respondent : N. Shiva Raj Kumar, Advocate 

AWARD 

1'his is a case taken under Sec. 2 A(2) of the I. L). Act. 
1947 in view ofthe judgment of the Hon’ble HighCourtof 
And lira Pradesh reported in W. P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. This is a petition filed by Sri H. Venkata Rao who 
wanked as a masion in Sainik School, Korukonda, at 
\ i/ianagararn against M/s Sainik School Korukonda 
represented In its local Board Chairman. Mag Officer, 
Command in Chief. Eastern Naval. Visakhapatanam as RE 
Sainik School leprcsenled by the Principal at Vi/ianagarm 
District at R2, the Ministry ol Defeneeof India represented 
by the honoran Secretary. Sainik School Society at New 
Delhi as R3 under Section 2 (A) 2 of the 1!) Act alleging 
that he worked as a Sapper in MEG. Banglore in Military 
Service*. lor a period of 16 years and that after retirement, 
he joined aoi Masion (General Employee) on 28-8-1981. 
During the course ol his employment, he fell down from 
eeitam height ol troni gate of the school and sustained leg 
iniutv on 3 ■ ■’-loo | ;m j he was admitted in the district head 
tjuaiki hospital. MR. Hospital at Visakhapatanam as In- 
I alient on 3 > 1 00 j and iretiled till 6- i U-100 !. During the 
ti cat merit. steel rod was inserted to lei! leg. I lie principal 
ol the second respondent changed his duties from Masion 
to Watchman on account of injuries and that he worked to 
tile utmost satisfaction ol his superior officers and that he 
\\ as aw aided :\\.i limes best worker award, l! is further, 
submitted that he was received a notice dated i 2-5-1990 
horn second icMiondcn: stating that his service would be 
terminated v i I n-n 1 ooo hy giving 3 montlis notice. The 
petilionei requested tor extension of his services by 
submitting letters dated S-S-1000 and 10-8 2001 and transfer 
him to othei dti!\ like ( )f [icebox. ( leaner nr Bearer. But his 
re (.{lies; was not considered, lie approached the HotEble 
IIigh( mule! Andhra Pradesh by filing a Writ Petition No. 

1515 ! 4 06 dated 28- 7-1966 and obtained interim stay order. 
In view ol the sla\ orders, the second respondent extended 
his set vices by letter dated 31-8-1999. Subsequently the 
petitioner received a dated 18-8-2001 Irom the second 
respondent terminating his services w. e. f. 18-8-2001 on 
ground that the interim stay order granted hv the HotEble 
High Court was vacated by order dated 31-7-2001. It is 
further, submitted that on 1 1-5-1999. (he petitioner was 
asked to go along wjthohe other students for medical 
examination ol the students and that he was not informed 
that he will be subjected to medical lest at INA Kalyani 
Hospital. I lie illness ceriilicate tiled by the petitioner issued 


by the hospital where he was treated taken was not 
considered by the second respondent. The doctors at INA 
Kalyani Hospital issued a medical certificate stating that 
he is unlit for services under the influence of the second 
respondent. It is further, submitted that the management 
has not opted for shifting the petitioner to any other duty 
that he is in a position to discharge the duties as general 
employee in other categories and that he sought the relief 
for direction to the respondents to reinstate him with 
backwages from 18-8-2001 with continuity of service and 
other benefits with interest at the 18% per annum. 

3. The second respondent filed the counter and 
denied the averments made in the petition and the other 
respondent i. e. R1 & R3 filed a Memo adopting the counter. 
It is further, admitted that the petitioner was appointed as 
a Masion in the year 1981 and that he fell down accidentally 
on 13-7-1991 from certain height of front gate of the school 
and sustained injury on his left leg and he was immediately 
taken to district hospital and subsequently shifted to INH 
Kalyani Hospital. The petitioner is unable to do masion 
duties and he was declared medically unfit after extension 
of his services beyand 55 years by the School Medical 
Officer of INH Kalyani Hospital Visakhapatnam. It is further, 
submitted as per rule 5 ol Sainik Schools Society rules and 
regulations, the retirement age of the administration staff 
and general employees in 55 years. However, they can put 
him in service after 55 years of age subject to the following 
conditions : (a) The principal satisfies himself every vear 
regarding the efficient performance of service by the staff 
and (b) the medical fitness as certified by the School 
Medical Officer. It is further, submitted that the petitioner 
became disable and he was given duties of watchman witli 
the same pay scale ol the Masion. 1 he second respondent 
issued notice dated 2-5-1999 stating that as per the rule 
2.50 Sainik School Society Rules and Regulations, the 
retirement age is 55 years for general employee. I lowever. 
the extension of services can be granted uplo 60 years 
subject to the medical fitness and efficient performance 
every year and the extension of service beyond 55 years is 
not applicable to the petitioner as he was declared medically 
unfit. It is further, admitted that the filing of the Writ Petition 
by the petitioners and obtaining the interim stay order and 
the services of the petitioner was extended in view of the 
Interim stay order of 1 Ion ble High Court. It is also admitted 
that on account of the vacation of the stay orders on 3 1 -7- 
2001, the petitioner was removed on attaining the age of 
superannuation. It is also not disputed that the petitioner 
preferred a Writ Appial against the vacation of the interim 
stay order and the same was dismissed. 

4. The petitioner filed a rejoinder to the counter filed 
by the second respondent with the same averments made 
in the petition. The petitioner examined himself as WW 1 
besides examining E. V. Survanarayan as WW2 and got 
marked the documents as Ex. W1 to W 8. As against this 
evidence, the second respondent principal was examined 
as MW 1 and got marked the documents as Ex. M1 to M7. 
The petitioner has reiterated the averments made in the 
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pctilion. WW2 was retired as UDC of second respondent 
and secretary of the pensioners welfare association and he 
stated that the petitioner was removed without following 
the procedure. 

5. The petitioner after receiving 3 months notice from 
the second respondent that the respondent refused to 
extend his services beyond 55 years and retiring him w. e. f. 
1 -8-99 as per the rule 5.30 of Sainik School Societies rules 
and regulations, the petitioner has approached the Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh and obtained Interim Stay 
Order in WP. No. 15514/1999 that he is not liable for 
retirement till 31-8-1999 being the month when he is 
completing 55 years of age. Subsequently the Interim Stay 
Order was extended till further orders. Subsequently on a 
petition filed by the second respondent for vacation of 
this stay order in WVMP. No. 856 of 2001 in WP. No. 15514 
of 1999. The Interim Stay granted was vacated on 
31-7-2001. Writ Appeal No. 1280 of2001 preferred against 
the vacation of the Interim Stay Order was also dismissed. 
In view of the vacation of the stay order, the services of 
the petitioner was terminated w. e. f. 18-8-2001 (Ex. W6). 

6. The Learned Counsel for the petitioner contended 
that the petitioner became disable on account of accidental 
fall in the course of his employment and that he is entitled 
for providing alternative job and further contended that 
when the petitioner is able to do other job such as watchman 
or weigh ter or Cleaner, the respondent has to transfer to 
that post by extending his services and the termination of 
the petitioner by retrenchment is illegal or arbitrary. 

7. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel for the 
respondent contended that in view of the rules and 
regulations of the Sainik School, the worker or employee 
who is fit at the time of joining the services, will be continued 
in services beyond 55 years subject to medical fitness and 
further pointed that the normal age of retirement is only 55 
years and the same will be extended upto 60 years subject 
to the satisfaction of the performance every year and 
medical fitness. In the present case, the petitioner was 
found to be medically unfit, as such, the management has 
retired the petitioner on attaining the superannuation at 
the age of 55 years by refusing to give extension and it is 
further contended that the provision 2(A)2 of ID Act, the 
pelilioncr/workman before raising the dispute has to 
approach the concerned authorities for conciliation and 
failing which he has to approach the Industrial Tribunal 
and further contended that the petition under section 2(A)2 
of ID Act is not maintainable under law, since the petitioner 
was not dismissed, discharged or retrenched. But he was 
only superannuated from his services on attaining the age 
of 55 years. 

8. The notice issued by the second respondent dated 
12-5-1999 Ex. W4 discloses that it was issued under rule 
5.30 of Sainik School Society rules and regulations stating 
that the retirement age is 55 years for general employees 
and it can be extended only on certain conditions by the 
respondent. As he was found medically unfit, this 3 months 
notice was issued retireing the petitioner on attaining the 


superannuation of 55 years. The petitioner who has to 
retire by 18-8-1999 was continued for service for 2 more 
years in view of the Interim Stay Orders obtained by the 
Hon’ble High Court. The said rule shows that the petitioner 
has no absolute right for extension of his services beyond 
55 years. The said provision clearly shows that the 
extension will be only subject to the condition of the medical 
fitness declared by the School Medical Officer. Admittedly, 
the petitioner was declared as unfit for employment by the 
School authorities and INS Kalyani hospital. Therefore the 
petitioner cannot claim a right for extension of his services 
and further it should be noted that the termination of the 
petitioner services, it is not that of dismissal or discharged 
or retrenchment. He admitted in his evidence that he was 
getting pension every month. The notice also disclose that 
he attains the age of superannuation on completion of 55 
years of age. Since impugned order is not a dismissal or 
discharged or retrenchment order, the provision 2(A)2 of 
ID Act is not applicable. As such, the petition filed by the 
petitioner is not maintainable. Under the definition 
2 (O) (O) of ID Act, retrenchment means the termination by 
the employer of the services of a workman for any reason 
what-so-ever but does not include retirement of workman 
on reaching the age of superannuation. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that the petitioner was retrenched. 

9. In view of the circumstances, the petition is 
dismissed under the circumstances without cost. An award 
is passed accordingly. 

Dictated to Shri P. Kanaka Raju, LDC transcribed by 
him, corrected by me and given under my hand and seal of 
this Court on this the 7th day of October, 2005. 

T. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 


Petitioner 

the Respondent 

WW1 : WW2 

WW1 

Documents marked for the petitioner 

Ex. W 1 : 

Appointment order 

Ex. W 2: 

Certificate ' 

Ex. W3: 

Certificate issued by the Principal 

Ex. W 4: 

Notice 

Ex. W 5 : 

Lr. of the said Principal 

Ex. W 6: 

Letter dated 18-8-2001 by the 
Principal 

Ex. W 7: 

Order of High Court dated 28-7-1999 

Ex. W8: 

Another Order dated 27-8-1999. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex. Ml: 

Rules and Regulations of Sainik 
School Society 

Ex M2: 

Medical Case Sheet 

Ex. M3: 

Order of the Hon’blc High Court 


in WP. No. 15514/1999 dated 28-7-1999 
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Ex. M4: 

Order of the Hon’ble High Court 
in WP. No. 15514/1999 dated 28-7-1999 

Ex. M5: 

Order in WPMP. No. 19141/99 in WP. 
No. 15514/99 dated 15-10-1999 

Fix. M6: 

Stay vacating order in WP. No. 15514/ 
99 and MVMP. 856/2001 dated 
21-7-2001 

Ex. M7: 

Copy of the order in Writ Appeal No. 
1280/2001. 


Rrrfl, 22 2006 

^TT.OT. 112.-3fiaini+ SlMwi, 1947 (1947 
^1 14) ^ ^RT 17 ^ 34jfU>J| tu«=hK 4;4Id 

fd. ^ URRcfa ^ 1441^44 ^\X e T i i: t> 4W<=f<f<! rNi, 

3Fp*f r 3^?7Tte farr 3 <Mq trrtr 3jWiPi4> 

srF^rRn ^Hi<*dR <£ -q^re (wit 22/2006) ti y^.iftrd 

RReft t, ^ 7R7FKTF! 21 - 12-2006 ^ 7R ^3TT «TT t 

[7T. R<FT-12012/153/03-3TT^ 3TR (Tf.-I)] 
3T3FI 4RTR, ^R-7 SlfSRIlft 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 112. —In pursuance of Section i7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
22/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
1 .abour Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the Anncxure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Federal Bank Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-12-2006. 

[No. L-l2012/153/03-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 
PRESENT 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 4th day of December, 2006/13th 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

l.D. 22/2006 

(I.D 40/2003 of Labour Court, Ernakulam) 
Workman/Union The General Secretary, 

Federal Bank Employees Union, 

P. B. No. 10, 

Aluva-683101. 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 
Management The Chairman, 

Federal Bank Ltd.. 

1 lead Office, 

Aluva -683101. 

Adv. M/s B. S. Krishnan Associates. 


AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed by 
the management of Federal Bank Ltd., to 
Smt. Kanniammal is justified and proportionate to 
the alleged misconduct? If not, what relic! the 
applicant is entitled to? " 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows : 

Smt. Kanniammal was a part-time sweeper in the Head 
Office of Federal Bank at Aluva (Alwaye). She was charge- 
sheeted on 1-5-2002 and 9-3-2004 for drunkenness w^hile 
on duty, unauthorized absence and skulking duly alter 
reporting for duty. A domestic enquiry was conducted in 
which she was found guilty of all the charges. The 
Disciplinary Authority imposed a punishment of dismissal. 
According to the worker the allegations are untrue. She 
had discharged her duties promptly and correctly. She was 
never drunk during office hours. Since she was illiterate 
she had to seek the help of somebody else to submit 
applications. Thus if at all there was some delay on some 
occasions it was not deliberate or- willful. There was no 
occasion of leaving the bank before duly hours. The entire 
disciplinary action is to wreck vengeance for not attending 
to the persona! work of some of the officers of the bank. 
The enquiry officer was a loyal officer of the management. 
The principles of natural justice were not followed by I he 
enquiry officer. The Disciplinary Authority has not properly 
considered the evidence in enquiry. He has not taken into 
account the family background of the worker while 
imposing the punishment. The punishment is shockingly 
disproportionate to the charges. 

3. According to the management the worker was 
found intoxicated and lying unconscious on the 6th floor 
of the bank on 19-11-2001 at 9.00 A.M. She w as taken to 
the nearby hospital and medically examined. I let blood 
was sent for test. As per medical report she had consumed 
alcohol. She was in the habit of consuming alcohol before 
coming to office. She was in the habit of remaining absent 
unauthorizedlv on many occasions. Instructions to be 
regular for duty fell on deaf ears. The enquiry officer had 
given ample opportunity to the worker to participate in the 
disciplinary proceedings. The management witnesses w ere 
cross-examined. The worker was given chance to adduce 
evidence. However she did not choose to adduce evidence 
or submit any argument note. The enquiry officer has 
complied with principles of na 1 oral justice. The Disciplinary 
Authority afforded opportunity of hearing the worker 
regarding the proposed punishment. The punishment 
imposed is in proportion to the misconduct of attending 
the bank in an intoxicated state. The conduct of the worker 
does not deserve any leniency in the matter of punishment. 

4. 'Though validity of enquiry w ; as questioned in the 
claim statement, at the time of hearing the learned counsel 
for the worker I airly conceded regarding compliance of 
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principles of natural justice and fair play, but only insisted 
to consider the perversity of finding and quantum of 
punishment. Both sides did not want further opportunity 
to adduce more evidence. 

5. In the light of the above contentions and the 
submissions of counsel on both sides the following points 
arise for consideration: 

(1) Is the finding perverse? 

(2) Is the punishment proportionate? 

The evidence consists of oral testimony of MW 1 
and Ext. M 1 enquiry file on the side of management. 

6. Point No. (1): 

The worker was a part-time sweeper of Federal Bank's 
Head Office. The main allegation against her is that she 
was found drunk on 19.11.2001 at about 9.00 a.m. She was 
found by Shri M.S. Varghese, Manager (Admn.) of P&OA 
Department in an unconscious state lying on the 6th floor 
of the bank. He informed the matter to Shri Ajit Lai K., 
another Manager (Admn.) of P&OA Department who was 
in charge of part-time sweepers at Head Office (MW2). 
The matter was informed to the Chief Manager and then 
the worker was taken to the nearby hospital and was 
medically examined. Her blood was taken and sent to 
laboratory for test. Thereafter Ext. MW 18 medical certificate 
and Ext. MW19 blood test report were given from the 
hospital to the bank. Ext. ME 18 certificate was to the effect 
that Blood -serum alcohol estimation was 85 mg/d 1, which 
is described as sub clinical intoxication. The doctor opined 
that the worker had consumed alcohol, but she showed 
only sub clinical intoxication. Ext. ME 19 is report from 
Endocrinology & Immunology Lab., Emakulam. The report 
is : 

“ALCOHOL : 85mg/dl. NORMAL RANGE 
Subclinical intoxication <100 
Gross intoxication 100 -200 
Stupor >300” 

Exts. ME 16 & 17 are reports of MW2 to the Chief 
Manager regarding the drunken conduct of the worker and 
the fact of subjecting the worker to medical examination. 
On the basis of the evidence of MW2, Manager (Admn) 
and the documentary evidence referred above, that is, Exts. 
ME 16,17,18 & 19 the enquiry officer came to the conclusion 
that the worker had consumed alcohol on 19-11-2001 and 
she was guilty of drunkenness while on duty. 

7. According to the learned counsel for the worker 
the findings regarding drunkenness is perverse. He attacked 
the finding on the basis of the medical certificate and 
laboratory report. The medical certificate is that she was in 
a “sub clinical intoxication” state. As per laboratory report, 
alcohol content of 85 mg/dl is sub clinical intoxication, 
which is below 100 mg. If the alcohol content is between 
100 - 200 mg/dl it is gross intoxication and more than 300 
mg/dl it is called stupor. The Bipartite Settlement of 1966 
Clause 19.5 (C) refers to drunkenness or riotous or 
disorderly or indecent behaviour on the premises of the 


bank and it is a gross misconduct, for which any of the 
punishments mentioned in Clause 19.6 can be imposed. 

8. Drunkenness, as per ‘Chambers Dictionary (new 
edition)’, is ‘intoxication’. Intoxication means, ‘the state of 
being drunk; high excitement or elation.’ Drunk means 
‘intoxicated or saturated.’ As per ‘Concise Oxford English 
Dictionary (3rd edition)’ drunk (adj.) means ‘affected by 
alcohol to the extent of loosing control of one’s faculties.’ 
As per ‘Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary (new 
edition)’ drunk (adj.) means ‘feeling the effect of alcoholic 
drink. ’ As per ‘Compact Oxford Reference Dictionary’ drunk 
(adj.) means ‘affected by alcohol to the extent of loosing 
control of oneself.’ Dictionary of Synonyms & Antonyms 
with Malayalam of Dr. T.S. Girish Kumar (The South India 
Books Publishers) 3rd edition, 2000, drunk (adj.) means 

'drunken, intoxicated, saturated and tipsy;.As 

per English- English-Malayalam Dictionary of 
T. Ramalingam Pillai (Concise) 74th edition 2000, ‘drunk’(adj.) 

means ‘intoxicated with alcoholic liquor’;. 

Drunkenness means“. 

9. Clause 19.5 (c) of 1966 Bipartite Settlement speaks 
of drunkenness alone and not consumption of alcohol. In 
other words, a person should be under the influence of 
liquor or unable to take care of oneself, in order to say that 
he is drunk. If one has consumed a small quantity of liquor 
which does not affect his normal pursuit of duty it cannot 
be considered as drunkenness within the meaning of Clause 
19.5 (C) of the settlement. The dictionary meaning referred 
above shows that it is the state of intoxication that is meant 
by drunkenness and not mere consumption of liquor. Ext. 
ME 19 report reveals sub clinical intoxication. As per 
Chambers Dictionary ‘sub clinical’ “means not sufficiently 
developed to be detectable by usual clinical methods.” 
The word ‘sub’ in the sub clinical takes the 4th meaning of 
‘sub’ (prefix) as per Chambers Dictionary. It means “almost, 
partially, nearly, somewhat, imperfectly, bordering on, 
deviating slightly from.” Going by the medical records what 
the doctor had found on examination of the worker was 
that she was not intoxicated, but had consumed alcohol 
and the quantity was not enough to intoxicate her. If so, 
that state cannot be called drunkenness. But the finding of 
the enquiry officer is that the worker was under the 
influence of liquor on the alleged date and time and so was 
guilty of drunkenness while on duty. The finding of the 
enquiry officer cannot be sustained. But there is no doubt 
that she had consumed some alcohol. Had the parties to 
the Bipartite Settlement intended that irrespective of the 
quantity of liquor if mere consumption of alcohol was 
sufficient to bring it under Clause 19.5 (C) the wording 
would have been different. 

10. The doctor who had examined the worker was 
not examined before enquiry officer or before this court. 
MWI enquiry officer, who was examined before this court, 
admitted that he does not know the meaning of 'sub clinical 
intoxication’. The management did not bother to summon 
the doctor to explain what was meant by sub clinical 
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intoxication. The enquiry officer appears to have taken the 
meaning of drunkenness as consumption of liquor and 
that is why he has held that the worker was guilty of 
drunkenness. The worker alleges that it is due to personal 
vengeance of some of the officers of the hank that the 
allegation of drunkenness was foisted against her. The 
officers sometimes wanted her to do personal work of 
officers which was refused by the worker. Other than the 
allegation, no attempt was made by the worker to 
substantiate the allegation. Thus the motive alleged is not 
proved by the worker. Whatever that be, the finding of 
enquiry officer, that the worker was drunk while on duty, 
being perverse, cannot be sustained. 

11. The other findings with regard to unauthorized 
absence and skipping of duty during duty hours are not 
seriously pursued and there is also no reason to hold that 
those findings are perverse. 

12. Point No. (2): 

I have already mentioned that the finding and 
punishment with regard to unauthorized absence and 
bunking duty after reporting for duty are not seriously 
pursued by the worker. The punishments for these charges 
are censure (for absence without leave) and stoppage of 
increment for a period of 6 months (for negligence of work). 
I have tound that the finding with regard to drunkenness is 
perverse. The management has not been able to 
substantiate the allegation against the worker with regard 
to drunkenness. No doubt there can be no better evidence 
than the medical evidence available in this case. As a result, 
the punishment of dismissal imposed by the disciplinary 
authority, cannot be sustained. Assuming that she was 
drunk while on duty on 19-11-2001 there is no past record 
of the drinking habit of the worker. In Ext. ME 18 the doctor, 
while recording the history of the worker, has mentioned 
that she had admitted to the doctor that she was in the 
habit of consuming alcohol every day. But the doctor was 
not examined either before the enquiry officer or before 
this court. No memo was issued to or action taken against 
the worker on any other occasion on the allegation of 
drunkenness or consumption of alcohol. There is no 
evidence worthy of credence to prove the past drinking 
habit of the worker. If the incident alleged is a solitary 
instance, the punishment of dismissal would be 
disproportionate. The enquiry officer as well as disciplinary 
authority have not taken into consideration the mitigating 
circumstances, but merely stated that there are no mitigating 
circumstances. However the worker had stated to the 
disciplinary authority, when she was given a hearing 
regarding proposed punishment, that she had 4 daughters 
and 2 sons, that one daughter and one son were given in 
marriage and that 3 daughters and one son were with her. 
She was the sole bread-winner of the family and she was 
illiterate. These facts were not properly taken into 
consideration while imposing the punishment. Being the 
first incident a lesser punishment would have been 
sufficient. Since I have found that she is not guilty of 
drunkenness no punishment on that count can be imposed. 
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However the other minor punishments shall remain. Point 
is answered accordingly. 

13. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
punishment of dismissal imposed by the management on 
the worker, cannot be justified. The worker is not guilty of 
drunkenness while on duty. The dismissal therefore is 
clearly illegal. However the punishment of censure and 
stoppage of increment for a period of 6 months is to be 
sustained. The management is directed to reinstate the 
worker Smt. Kanniammal in service with back wages, but 
counting punishment of stoppage of one increment for a 
period of 6 months. No cost. The award will lake effect one 
month after its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 4th 
day of December, 2006. 

P. I.. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 
Witness for the Union: 

WWl-Shri M. A. Thomas 
Witness for the Management: Nil. 

Exhibits for the Union : Nil. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml— Domestic Enquiry File. 

22 IWTC 2006 
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[R. ^-12012/276/97-3^3^(^.-1)] 
3T3R T7RR, 3TfTTiRt 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 113. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/ 
1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Sangli now as shown in the Annexurc in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of The 
Sangli Bank Ltd.and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 21 -12-2006. 

| No. L- 3 2012/276/97-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER LABOUR 

COURT, AT SANGLI 

Ref. (IDA) No. 41/1998 
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BETWEEN 

The General Manager, 

The Sangli Bank Ltd., 

Rajawada Chowk, Sangli ... 1st Party 

And 

General Secretary, 

Sangli Bank Employee’s Union 

Sangli Bank Ltd. Sangli ...2nd Party 

In the member of 
reinstatement with 
continuity of service 
full back wages 

CORAM : Shri M. V. Morale, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

Shri U. J. Chipre, Advocate for 1st Party 
Shri M. D. Wagh, Advocate for 2nd Party 

AWARD 

(Delivered on 29th November, 2006) 

The Desk Officer of Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour has forwarded this reference u/s 10 of I. D. Act 
1947 over the dispute as under: 

“Whether the action of management of Sangli Bank 

Ltd. Sangli in dismissing the services of Shri A. D. 

Kamble. Permanent full time sweeper working at 

H. O. Sangli w e. f. 27-1-1996 is legal and justified? If 

not, to what relief the said workman is entitled”. 

2. The 2nd party has put forth with his statement of 
claim as under — 

The 2nd party is the registered trade union 
functioning in the establishment of the first party 
management. Shri. Anil Dnyandeo Kamble is the member 
of 2nd party union who was in the employment of 1st party 
as a full time sweeper. The services of A. D. Kamble were 
terminated by the 1st party management by issuing the 
dismissal order to him on 27-1-1996. The dismissal ot 
Kamble being totally illegal and improper the 2nd party 
union raised the dispute which was not amicably settled 
only became of attitude of the 1st party management and 
the matter is referred to this court for adjudication. 

3. The member of 2nd party union A. D. Kanble 
(hereinafter referred as workman) was initially appointed 
as sweeper on 1-2-1985. He was confirmed in service on 
1-8-1998 and he was taken as full time on 1-6-1991. The 
service record of workman is clean and unblemish during 
his entire service tenure. The 1st party management with 
the prejudiced mind issued some memos and warnings so 
as to spoil his service record. Finally the 1st party 
management issued the chargesheet to the workman and 
after conducting the farce of enquiry he is dismissed from 
service on 27-1-1996. 

4. The chargesheet was issued to the workman on 
13-1-1995. The allegations against the workman were of 
unauthorised absenteeism. The enquiry was initiated. The 


workman is not highly qualified so as to understand the 
consequences of admissions of charges. So he admitted. 
Moreover, the circumstances in which the enquiry started 
compelled him to admit the charges. So he admitted the 
charges against him. Moreover, the circumstances in which 
the enquiry stated compelled him to admit the charges. 
The workman was not given the opportunity to defend 
through the union representative in the said enquiry. The 
fair and pToper opportunity was thus denied to the workman 
and enquiry was ended. In the enquiry, the management 
examined the witnesses but those witnessed did not support 
the case of management. The workman being unqualified 
could not cross-examine the witnesses. Naturally the 
sweeper could not cross-examine the higher officers of the 
bank. Thus, the enquiry was empty formality. It is illegal, 
improper and bad in law. The principles of natural justice 
are not observed while conducting the enquiry. 

5. Even in the illegal enquiry, the charges levelled 
against the workman were not proved at all. The witnesses 
did not support the chargesheet. Mere admission which 
was in the form of submission cannot be accepted as 
evidence. The enquiry officer relied upon such flimsy 
evidence and recorded the findings which are baseless 
and perverse. They are not supported by the evidence on 
record. The copy of the enquiry report was not supplied to 
the workman and, therefore, he could not oiler any 
comments upon it. The punishment imposed upon the 
workman is in the nature of hardship. The punishment of 
dismissal is maximum possible punishment and does not 
commensurate with the allegations made in the charge sheet 
and length of service of the workman. The 1st party 
management has not considered this issue while imposing 
the punishment and thus, the dismissal oi workman is 
illegal, inwarranted and unjustified. Therefore, he prayed 
the dismissal order deserves to be set aside and he be 
reinstated in service with continuity oi service and full 
back wages. 

6. The 1st party has resisted the Statement of Claim 
of 2nd party by filing its written statement at Ex. C-7 and 
denied all the allegations made by 2nd party against it. It is 
contended by it the reference is not maintainable and triable 
in this court. The court has no j urisdiction to try the present 
case. It is admitted by it the 2nd party is registered trade 
union. However, it is claimed that, Anil Dnyandeo Kamble 
is full member of said 2nd party union. It is contended by it 
the action of bank dismissing the 2nd party workman irom 
the services of the bank is legal and proper and the 
allegations of the union and against the bank that the 
dispute was not amicable settled only because of the 
attitude of the bank is far from truth and his no weightage 
at all. It is denied by it the action of dismissal of 
Shri Kamble is illegal and improper. 

7. It is admitted by it the workman Shri Kamble was 
appointed as a part-time sweeper in the bank on 1-2-1985 
and confirmed in the services as a part time sweeper on 
1-8-1985. It is admitted by it the workman Shri Kamble was 
elevated as a full time sweeper or 1-6-1991. However, it is 
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lalsc to state that the service record of the workman is 
clean and unblerish during his entire service tenture. It is 
contended by it on various dates right from September, 
1991 till 13-1-1995, Shri Ramble was screed with explanation 
letter, show cause notices and charge sheets for 
misconducts mainly remaining in absent from duties 
uncorhoriscdly Irom duties and appropriate punishments 
were awarded to him with an advise to improve to be 
punctual on his attendance. I lowever, Shri Ramble did not 
show any improvement in his attitude. 

8. It is contended by it the bank was compelled to 
issue charge-sheet and show-cause notice dt. 13-1-1995 to 
the workman lor his habitual and authorised absence from 
his duties and for his acts of attending duties in drunken 
state etc. After conducting full fledged domestic enquiry 
and aftei observing all the formalities, the workman was 
awarded punishment of dismissal from the services of the 
bank w. o. f. 2 7-1-1996. The 2nd party workman was served 
a charge-sheet and show-cause notice dt. 13-1-1995 for his 
ads of remaining absent from duties unaulhorisedly not 
attending duties in time, leaving the place of work before 
olliee hours and that too without giving any intimation to 
higher authorics. not carrying out duties properly and 
attending the duties in drunken state. It is also contended 
by it the I nquiry Olficer has adhered to the principles of 
natural justice while conducting the enquire and the fact 
that the workman was illiterate was taken into account by 
the Enquiry Officer. It is denied by it on the part of the 
union to submit that the 2nd party workman is not qualified 
to understand the consequences of the admission of the 
charges. It is denied by it the bank authority compelled to 
the workman to admit the charges against him. It is 
contended by it the workman voluntarily admits the charges 
against him. It is contended by it the Enquiry Officer has 
got some points clarified k/his satisfaction from the 
management witness as the workman as the workman did 
not cross-examine them. 

9. It is contended by it on completion of the enquiry, 
the Enquiry Officer has submitted findings of the enquiry 
wherein he has held that the charges levelled against the 
workman arc proved. It is contended by it the findings of 
Enquiry Olficer arc based on cogent documentary and 
oral evidence before him. It is contended by it though the 
workman requested to take a lenient view and to award any 
punishment other than dismissal deserved no favourable 
consideration only because of irresponsible behaviour and 
nonchalant attitude towards the services on the workman’s 
part. It is contended by it the workman was never serious 
about his service in the bank. Every and ample opportunities 
were given to the workman and in spite of awarding 
punishments in the past, there was no improvement. 
Therclorc. the very acts of the workman compelled the 
bank to award him deterrent punishment, which the 
workman deserved. Therefore, the punishment awarded to 
the workman is the most lit and proper punishment and 
bank .s action to punish the delinquent appropriately is 
fully justified so as to put forth a lesson before others with 
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a view to maintain discipline in the bank and to increase 
morale of staff members who are discharging their duties 
sincerely. On all these above grounds, the 1st party has 
lastly prayed that the statement of claim of 2nd party be 
dismissed with cost. 

10. According to rival pleadings of both parties, my 
learned predecessor Shri, P. S. Narkar had framed in all 5 
issues at Ex. 0-4 and out of that issues, issue nos. 1 & 2 
were treated as a preliminary issues. Accordingly, after 
hearing of both sides, my learned predecessor had decided 
the preliminary issue Nos. 1 & 2 by passing Award Part-1 
at Ex. 0- J 4 on 14-9-2004. Preliminary' issue No. 1 is in respect 
of Does the 2nd party prove that the domestic enquiry 
held against him was not fair, proper and legal and findings 
recorded by my learned predecessor on the said issue is in 
the negative. The preliminary issue No. 2 is in respect of. 
Whether the findings of enquiry officer are based on the 
evidence before the enquiry officer and the same is just, 
proper and legal and findings recorded by my learned 
predecessor on the said issue is in the affirmative and 
further passed the order that the reference to proceed 
further to decide other issues. Those issues are as follows 
and my findings thereon are as follows, for the following 
reasons. 

Issues Finding 

(3) Whether the action of the In the 

management of Sangli Bank Affirmative 
Ltd. Sangli in dismissing the 
services of Shri. A. D. Ramble, 

2nd party sweeper is legal 
and justified ? 

(4) If not to what relief the said In the Negative 
workman is entitled to? 

(5) What Order ? As Per f inal Order 

REASONS 

11. In order to prove the claim of 2nd party, the 2nd 
party has examined only one witness. Witness No. 1- 
AnilD. Ramble is examined at Ex. U-14 and thereafter, the 
2nd party has filed his evidence close pursis at Ex. U-l 7. In 
addition, the 2nd party has produced one copy of notice 
dt. 18-11-2002 alongwith postal receipt of postal 
acknowledgment below list Ex. U-6. In support of its 
contention, the 1st party has not examined any witness, 
but filed one pursis at Ex. C-18 stating that it does not 
wants to lead any oral evidence. In addition 2nd party has 
produced copy of enquiry papers below list Ex. C-l 1. The 
1st party has also produced one documents below list 
Ex. C-22. Both parties advocates have submitted their 
written arguments on record. 

12. As to Issue No. 3. — The witness of 2nd party- 
Anil Ramble has reiterated the facts of statement of claim 
in his affidavit at Ex. U-l 4. Bui. in view of sentences made 
by witness Anil Ramble in his cross examination, his 
evidence is not reliable. He admits in his cross-examination. 
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in the year 1991, he was given warning letter for remaining 
unauthorisedly absent. He do not remember whether he 
was given another warning letter dt. 18-1-1992 for again 
remaining unauthorisedly absent. He was received letter 
dt. 2-4-1992 which is the another warning letter. 

Thereafter also, he was given another show cause 
notice dt. 12-2-1993 and he accepted the charges and his 
annual increment was stopped. He further admits in his 
cross-examination the accepted the charges in the said 
show cause notice and his evidence put up before 
disciplinary authority for enquiry. By accepted the charges 
before the disciplinary authority and his 2 increments were 
postponed. Thereafter, he was given charge sheet dt. 
13-1-1995 and enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed in 1996. 

13. Witness Anil has further admitted in his cross- 
examination that he replied the show cause notice by 
addressing the letter dt. 22-5-1995 to enquiry officer. 
However, he do not remember whether by another letter dt. 
21-6-1995 addressed to enquiry officer, he explained his 
case. He do not remember whether on 9-8-1995, the 
disciplinary authority gave him another notice as to why 
punishment should not be given to him. Thereat ter, by 
order dt. 27-1-1996 he was dismissed from services. He 
also admits that during the enquiry also he remained absent 
without getting the leave sanction intermittently as well as 
he also admits his dismissal is after considering his past 
record. 

14. The advocate of 2nd party has submitted in his 
written argument that the 2nd parly was a permanent 
employee of 1st party and he was employed as a sweeper. 
The only source of earning of 2nd party was his salary 
from service. The 2nd party comes from a ecomonically 
weaker section of the society and was maintaining his family 
out of the income from salary. He lurther submits that so 
far as the attending the service in drunken state is 
concerned, it can be seen that there is absolutely no 
evidence before the court (or the enquiry officer) to hold 
that this charge was proved. The bank never conducted 
any blood test of 2nd parly. He further submitted that mere 
interested version of some bank witnesses ol no help to 
1st parly. Therefore, he pointed out the 1st parly was not 
able to prove the charge of drunkenness against 2nd party. 

15. The advocate of 2nd party has further submitted 
that so far the charge of unauthorised absence and irregular 
attendance is concerned, he further submits that the 2nd 
party has tried to explain under what circumstances, he 
was compelled to remain absent. The absence was not 
wilful but it was justifiable and bonafide. Further, the 
absence of 2nd party has not caused any financial loss to 
the bank. He further submits that there were no complaints 
from any customer of the bank about the work of 2nd party. 
He also submits that assuming without admitting that the 
said charge was proved, still it can be seen, that the said 
charge was for a technical misconduct, which did not 
involve any moral turpitude on the part of 2nd party ■ 1 
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thus his so called absence did not being the bank into any 
financial loss. 

16. The advocate of 2nd party has further submits 
that the 2nd party had filed one application before this 
court directing the bank to produce the record in respect of 
two other employees of the bank viz. Mr. R. K. Kazania 
and Mr. K. S. Kamble, who had been treated leniently by 
the bank in similar circumstances. He further submits that 
these two employees were retained in service, however, 
discrimination was shown against the 2nd party and he 
was dismissed from service. The bank has not produced all 
the record in respect of these two employees and therefore, 
adverse inference can be drawn against the bank. He further 
submits that 2nd party has also stated in his affidavit that 
the punishment of dismissal from service has been deleted 
in the amended Bi-partite Agreement between the bank 
management and the employees union. Thus, 2nd party 
could not have been dismissed from service and this 
particular averment has not been challenged by the bank. 

17. The advocate of 2nd party has further sumits 
that 2nd party has led sufficient evidence to prove that he 
was not gainfully employed after his dismissed. The 1st 
party has failed to prove that 2nd party was gainfully 
employed. The bank requires the services of sweepers even 
today. Thus, vacancy is available in the bank. He lurther 
submits that assuming without admitting that 2nd party 
committed the misconduct of unauthorised absence, still it 
is submitted that the said misconduct is only a technical 
misconduct for which, the punishment (economic death) is 
highly disproportionate and illegal. In support of his above 
submission, the advocate of 2nd parly has relied lollowing 
case laws. 

18. (1) In case Syed Zaheer Hussain V7.v Union of 
India & Ors. reported in 1999 LAB 1. C. Page-2616 in which 
the Hon’ble Apex Court has held that punishment of 
dismissal-proportionality-employee alleged to have been 
unauthorised by absent from servicc-Placed under 
suspension when he tried to resume-Punishment ol 
dismissal from service, harsh-Substiluled by lesser 
punishment, that is, reinstatement with withdrawal ol 50% 
of back wages. 

(2) Incase Maharshtra State blectricty Board & Ans. 
V/s. Sambhaji Baburao Thoral reported in 2002 I OLR Page- 
360, in which the Hon’ble Bombay High Court has held 
that electricity board’s service conditions—-condition No. 
34(e)-Respondent employee remained unauthorisedly 
intermittently absent from 26-4-1984 and continuously from 
29-4-1986 to 18-2-1997. Petitioner board therelore 
terminated service of the respondent employee by invoking 
power under condition No. 34(c) ol the service conditions. 
Dispute as to termination came to be reierred to Labour 
Court. Respondent employee produced medical eerliiicatc 
of illness ol his son as a resub cl a hidi he had remained 
absent. Labour Court allow 4 'c;.ience and directed 
reinstatement of respondent with 50% back wages-hencc 
this writ petition by employe’ wherein learned advocate 
for the respondent has submitted that Regulations such as 
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condition No. 34(c) have been struck down by Supreme 
Court in several judgments. Accepting the submission of 
the employee and considering judgment of Supreme Court 
it is held that this is a fit case where the respondent should 
be reinstated in service with continuity of service but 
without back wages. 

(3) In case Employers in Relation to the Management 
to Lodna Area No. X ol M/s B.C.C.L. Vfs. Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 1 Dhanbad & 
Anr. Reported in 20031CLR Page-412, in which the Hon’ble 
Jharkhand High Court has held that Industrial Tribunal 
passed an award of reinstatement with holding that it was 
only carelessness and mistake of the workman while 
discharging duties-Worker not guilty of theft or fraud in 
connection with business or properties of the company. 
Challenged in writ-held that reinstatement with back wages 
upto 50% only for the peroid he remained dismissed from 
duties-No interference called in his jurisdiction. Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947-Sec.ll-A. 

(4) In case Gujarat State Road Transport Corporation 
Vis. Shankerbhai Panabhai Bhoi reported in 2002 II CLR 
Page-868, in which Hon’ble Gujarat High Court has held 
that Sec. 10 ol I.D. Act After a departmental enquiry 
respondent-workman dismissed for being absent from duty 
without taking leave with the relief of reinstatement, Labour 
Court granted 80% back wages. In his claim for full back 
wages. In the absence of any explanation for his absence 
and for seeking reference after 41/2 years, the High Court 
confirmed order of reinstatement but set aside the order of 
partial back wages. 

(5) In case L/NK Musafir Yadav V/s. Commandant, 
47 Bn., CRPF Gandhi Nagar & Anr. reported in 2001 III CLR 
Page-1063, in which Hon’ble Allahabad High Court has 
held that overstaying of sanctioned leave by 49 days. 
Peitioner was in CRPF and he was dismissed from service 
for overstaying leave by 49 days-Petitioner challenges the 
dismissal on the ground that he was not given opportunity 
to put his defence. Held after receiving carefully examined 
the record of the present case, and the case law on the 
point, it is observed that decisions in the case of Zahir 
Hussain, R. N. Mall and Satyendra Singh are fully applicable 
in the facts and events in the present case and as such 
punishment of dismissal from service being too harsh and 
disproportionate to the charge of overstaying sanctioned 
leave is liable to be replaced by a minor punishment. 

19. The advocate of 1st party has submitted in his 
written argument that termination of 2nd party from the 
service of the bank which is a fallout of the domestic enquiry 
conducted according to the principles of natural justice on 
account of unauthorised absence of 2nd party is just, proper 
and strictly according to law. He further submits that 2nd 
party was in habit of remaining unauthorisedly absent on 
and often. Even when the domestic enquiry was in progress 
regarding his unauthorised absence, 2nd party had 
continued to remain unauthorisedly absent. A second 
chargeshect was also issued to 2nd party regarding his 
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unauthorised absence. Despite giving him the opportunity 
to improve his attendance, the instructions of 1st party to 
2nd party were not taken in right spirit. Thus, all the 
evidence produced before this court has established that 
the 2nd party had willingly neglected reporting for his 
duties. 

20. He further submits that the tendencey of 2nd 
party remaining unauthorisedly absent from duties is not 
only established by producing the documentary evidence 
but is also admitted by 2nd party himself in his cross- 
examination before this Court. He further submit that if at 
all 2nd party was concerned about maintaining his family 
from out of salary, 2nd party would not have remained 
unauthorisedly absent on and often. This fact itself proves 
that 2nd party was not at all maintaining his family out of 
the income from salary. He further submits that 2nd party 
was issued a chargcsheet and show-cause notice dt. 
13-1-1995 followed by ultimately, a punishment of dismissal 
from the services of the bank after conducting domestic 
enquiry according to the principles of natural justice. He 
further submits that the 4 charges were levelled against the 
2nd party i.e. 

(i) Recurrence of the same misconduct 
continuously, 

(ii) Remaining absent without permission, 

(iii) Irregularity in attendance, 

(iv) Carelessness/Negligence in discharging the 
duties. 

He further submits in the domestic enquiry, all these 4 
charges levelled against 2nd party were found proved. He 
further submits that 2nd party had the tendency of remaining 
unauthorisedly absent from duties. The 1st party had given 
sufficient opportunity to 2nd party but there was no 
improvement in 2nd party. Lenient view taken in the part 
by 1st party had been misconstrued by 2nd party. 

21. The advocate ol 1st party has further argued that 
the facts of 2 cases of Mr. R.K. Razania and Mr. K.S. Ramble 
are altogether different. The circumstances under which 
the chargesheets were issued to these two staff member, 
facts of the cases are brought on record as per the Ex. C-20, 
G-21 and C-22 a comparative chart under misconducts of 
Mr. R.K. Kazania, Mr. K.S. Ramble and 2nd party will 
sufficiently clarify the factual position. While these two 
staff members has shown improvement after affording 
opportunities to them, there was no improvement on the 
part of 2nd party. In the past, 2nd party was awarded 
punishment five times and then the domestic enquiry was 
ordered. After completion of domestic enquiry, the 
Disciplinary Authority had issued a show-cause notice to 
2nd party indicating as to why a punishment of dismissal 
should not be awarded to him. 2nd party, if at all was 
serious about his employment, should have reported for 
his duties. Instead, there was no imporvement at all in his 
attitude towards the attendance even after issuing of notice 
of proposed punishment of dismissal. Alter issuing the said 
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notice, the 2nd party remained absent from duties in all for 
44 days between 3-8-1995 to 31-10-1995. This too, is enough 
to conclude that the proportionality of punishments in 
these matters cannot be weighed. A case similar to that of 
2nd party is decided in the year 2002 by awarding 
punishment of dismissal. There is no disparity in the case 
of 2nd party. 

23. The advocate of 1st party has further submitted 
that contrary to the factual position, 2nd party has said 
that punishment of dismissal from service has been deleted. 
This point is sufficiently covered in exhibit C-20 & C-21. 
This misconducts of 2nd party which are proved in the 
domestic enquiry are major misconducts in terms of the 
provisions under the B.P. Settlement which attracted 
punishment of dismissal according to the said provisions. 
The provisions of disciplinary action and procedure, within 
the purview of which the case of 2nd party falls, was in 
existence at the time of initiating the disciplinary action/ 
awarding the punishment to 2nd party and are still in 
existence. He further submitted that case laws relied by 
advocate of 2nd would not be helpful to the case of 2nd 
party in present case because facts in present case and 
facts in relied case laws are different. He further submitted 
that in support of his submission he relied the decisions in 
following case laws. 

(1) In case Larsen and Tourbo Grahak Sahakari 
Sanstha Maryadeet Bombay Vfs. Tanaji Kashinath Vishwe 
reported in 2006 LAB I .C. Page-256, in which Hon’ble 
Bombay High Court has held that Dismissal from service- 
ground of habitual absence from duty—Validity-Said 
misconduct per se cannot be termed as misconduct of minor 
technical character—Labour Court itself recording finding 
that attendance record of delinquent employee was 
dismissal the employee was incorrigible—Employer had 
earlier given many opportunities to him for improvement- 
inspite of said findings order of Labour Court that 
punishment of dismissal is shockingly disproportionate, 
without giving any reasons in support thereof-in nothing 
shourt of veto-—Liable to be set aside. 

(2) In case Francis Xavier V/s. M/s. Magna Graphics 
(I) Pvt. Ltd., & Ors. reported in 2005 LAB I.C. Page-2633, in 
which Hon’ble Bombay High Court had held that dismissal 
from service-ground-habitual absenteeism—Whether 
punishment is shockingly disproportionate—Workman 
was given more than adequate chances to improve his 
attendance. But he continued to be chronic case of 
absenteeism. It was not minor or technical misconduct— 
Post record of his service showed that all disciplinary 
actions taken against him were solely on ground of 
absenteeism-Concurrent findings by Courts considering 
scope of Item, 1(g) of Sch. IV and past record of service 
that punishment of dismissal was not disproportionate to 
charges levelled—Not interfered with. 

(3) In case Maan Singh v/s Union of India & others 
reported in 2003 LAB I.C. Page-1176, in which Hon’ble 
Apex Court has held that dismissal—Misconduct— 


Delinquent charged for habitual absence for long periods 
on several occasions unauthorisedly-Order of dismissal 
passed against delinquent—no interference. 

(4) In case Delhi Transport Corporation v/s Sardar 
Singh reported in AIR 2004 Supreme Court Page-4161, in 
which their lordship has held that the misconduct of 
absenteeism is serious enough warranting the punishment 
of dismissal. 

24. While considering the above submissions made 
by both parties advocates as well as documentary as well 
as oral evidence on record and admitted fact in present 
case, it appears to me that, it is an admitted fact since 
3-8-1995 to 17-8-1995,1-10-1995 to 3-10-1995 5-10-1995 to 
15-10-1995, and 17-10-1995 to 31-10-1995 the 2nd party was 
unauthorisedly absent on his duty. Not only this, it is an 
also admitted fact on 31-1-1994, 14-2-1994, 22-2-1994, 
7-3-1994,3-6-1994 to 8-6-1994,5- 7-1994 and 18-7-1994, the 
2nd party was unauthorisedly absent on his duty. It is and 
also admitted fact in all 4 charges levelled against the 2nd 
party have proved before the enquiry officer as per the 
report of enquiry officer. It is an also admitted fact my 
learned predecessor has held that the 2nd party has totally 
failed to prove the domestic enquiry held against him was 
not fair, proper and legal as well as the 1st party has proved 
the findings of the enquiry officer are based on evidence 
before him and same is just, proper and legal. The 2nd 
party himself admitted in his cross-examination about in 
the year 1991, he was given warning letter for remaining 
unauthorisedly absent. He also admits he received letter 
dtd. 2-4-1992 which is the another warning letter. He also 
admits thereafter also he was given another show cause 
notice dtd. 12-1-1993 and accepted the charges and his 
annual increment was stopped. 

25. After careful perusal all the enquiry papers below 
list Ex. C-l 1 as well as admission given by 2nd party in his 
cross-examination, it appca r s t-> rue that, on several 
occasions, the 2nd party remainc ■ >bsent unauthorisedly 
on his duty and the charges in .he regard have also proved 
before the enquiry officer against the 2nd party. Therefore, 
in such circumstances only the question before me is to 
see whether the action of 1st party in dismissing the 
services of Shri. A.D. Kamble is legal and justified or not'.’ 
While considering this point and the ev idence on record, if 
appears to me that, it is necessary to see the ratios laid 
down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as well as Hon’ble Bombay 
High Court, Hon’ble Gujarat High Court, Hon’ble Allahabad 
High Court and Hon’ble Jharkhand High Court. 

26. I have gone through the ratios laid down by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in Syed Zaheer’s case as well as ratio 
laid down by the Hon’ble Bombay High Court in 
Maharastra State Electricity Board’s case as well as 1 have 
gone through the ratio laid down by the Jharkhand High 
Court in Employers in relation to the Mgt. of Lodna Area 
No. X of M/s B.C.C.L. ’s case as well as ratio laid down by 
the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court in Gujarat State Road 
Transport Corporation’s case and ratio laid down by the 
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Hon’ble Allahabad High Court in L/NK Musafir Yadav’s 
case as cited above. After considering the ratios laid down 
in the above relied case laws and facts in case in hand it 
appears to me that, the facts in case in hand are totally 
different than the above relied case laws. Because the 2nd 
party has not brought on record due to illness, he was 
unaulhorisedly absent on his duty and he also failed to 
prove due to his unauthorisedly absency, the bank will not 
suffer any monetary loss. Therefore, with due respect, 1 
hold that the ratios laid down in above case laws would 
not be helpful to the case of 2nd party in case in hand. 

27. I have gone through the case laws relied by the 
advocate of 1st party. After perusal ratio laid down by the 
Hon’ble Bombay High Court in Larsen & Tourbo's case as 
well as ratio laid down by Hon’ble Bombay High Court in 
Francis Xavier’s case and ratio laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Maan Singh’s case as well as ratios laid 
down by the Hon'ble Apex Court in case Delhi Transport 
Corporation’s case and facts in case in hand, it appears to 
me that, the ratios laid down in above relied case laws 
would be helpiul to the case of 1st party in case hand. 
Because, the Hon’ble Apex Court has held in Delhi 
Transport Corporation’s case that misconduct of 
absenteeism is serious enough warranting the punishment 
ol dismissal. Not only this, the lacts in ease in hand goes 
to show that several occasions, the 2nd party has 
committed misconduct regarding unauthorized 
absenteeism on his duty. 1 he lacts in present case also 
goes to show that after giving more than adequate chances 
to improve his attendance, the 2nd party could not improve 
his altitude but he continued to be chronic case of 
absenteeism, 1 he lacts in case in hand also goes to show 
that the 2nd parly charged lor habitual absence on long 
period on several occasions unauthorisedly. 

28. Taking into consideration the ratios laid down 
in above relied ease laws and specifically the ratios laid 
down by the Hon'ble Apex Court in Delhi Transport 
C orporation v/s Sardar Singh's ease as discussed above 
and facts and circumstances of the case as well as 
documentary evidence on record, 1 hold that the action of 
the management of Sangli Bank in dismissing the services 
ol A.D. Kaniblc-2nd party sweeper is legal and justified. 
’Therefore, 1 answer issue No. 3 in the affirmative. 

29. As to Issue No. 4: —Taking inutconsideration 
the findings givenJiy my learned predecessor on preliminary 
issue No. 1 & 2 as well as findings given bv me on issue 
No. 3.1 have no hesitation to hold that, the 2nd parly is not 
entitled to gel any relief as sought in his statement Claim. 
Hence. I answer issue No. 4 in the negative. 

30. As to Issue No. 5 :—Considering the findings 
on issue No. 1 to 4,1 come to the conclusion the statement 
ol claim of 2nd parly is lit to be dismissed. 1 lowever, taking 
into consideration the facts circumstances of the case, I 
hold that it is j jst and proper, both parties shall bear their 
own cost. In the result, I proceed to pass the following 
award. 
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AWARD 

(i) The reference is hereby answered in the 
negative. 

(ii) The reliefs of 2nd party in his statement of claim 
are hereby dismissed. 

(iii) Five Copies of this Award be sent to the Desk 
Officer, Ministry of Labour, Government of India, 
New Delhi for publication and necessary action. 

Sangli M. V. MORALE, Presiding Officer 

Date : 29th November, 2006. 
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[Ft. TT^T- 12012/74/2003 -3Tl| 3RR («ft-|)] 
cj^HK, 1>F37 3tf^roTCT 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 114. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. mNo. 26/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal./Labour 
Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of Travancore and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 21-12- 
2006. 

[No. L-12012/74/2003-IR (B-l)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L. L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Thursday, the 07th day of Decemer, 2006/16th 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D. No. 26/2006 

(I.D. 45/2003 of l abour Court, Ernakulam) 
Workman/Union : Karuppan, H. No. 154/3 
Murukan Illam, C. Colony 
Marayur 
Idukki 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

Management : The Regional Manager 

State Bank of Travancore 
Zonal Office 
Ernakulam. 

Adv. Shri Paulson C. Varghese. 
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AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the dismissal from service of Sri Karuppan, 

Record Keeper of Marayur by the management of 

State Bank of Travancore is fair, proper and justified? 

If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The facts in brief are as follows : 

Shri Karuppan, the worker had joined the service of 
State Bank of Travancore as a sub-staff in 1982. While he 
was working at Marayur Branch of Idukki District, on 
certain allegations of misconduct, he was suspended from 
service w.c.f. 22-5-2000. A charge sheet was issued to him 
for misappropriation of amounts of customers entrusted to 
him for crediting in their accounts and for borrowing money 
from a customer. The workman gave an explanation to the 
charge-sheet which was not acceptable to the management. 
Hence a domestic enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed from service w.e.f. 16-6-2001. An appeal was 
filed but was rejected by the Appellate Authority. 
According to the worker, the domestic enquiry was 
conducted in violation of principles of natural justice. No 
proper opportunity was given to him to defend. He was 
not allowed to take assistance in the enquiry. The 
documents were not properly marked. Proper witnesses 
were not examined on the management side. No subsistence 
allowance was given to him, which disabled him in 
participating in the enquiry properly. He had put in 29 years 
of service with the bank and he has a clean service record. 
He has no source of income and has to look after his ailing 
wife and studying children. 

3. According to the management the worker was 
suspended and domestic enquiry was conducted for certain 
serious and gross misconduct. The enquiry officer had 
followed the procedure of domestic enquiry, ample 
opportunity was given to the delinquent to put forward his 
case and cross-examine the witnesses on management 
side. He was assisted by a defence representative. There 
was no violation of principles of natural justice. Considering 
the seriousness of the misconduct the disciplinary authority 
imposed a punishment of dismissal without notice. The 
action is proper and legal. The claimant is not entitled to 
any relief. 

3. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : 

(1) Is the enquiry valid? 

(2) Are the charges proved? 

(3) Is the punishment proper? 

The evidence consists of the enquiry file, 
Ext. M 1 alone. 


4. Point No. (1): 

Though a contention is taken in the claim statement 
that the enquiry officer had violated principles of natural 
justice, that he was not given sufficient opportunity to 
defend his case, that he was not allowed to take assistance 
of a co-worker in the enquiry etc., the enquiry report and 
the proceedings contained in pages 19 to 22 and 26 and 27 
of Ext. M1 belie the contentions. He was assisted by Zonal 
Secretary of SBT Employees’ Union and the management 
witnesses were cross-examined by defence representative. 
The worker had fully participated in the enquiry. He was 
given opportunity to adduce evidence. Copies of 
management documents were given to the defence on the 
first day of the enquiry. The witnesses were examined on 
the next posting date. At the end of the evidence of the 
management the delinquent was given opportunity to. 
adduce evidence on his side. But, he did not choose to 
furnish any evidence on defence side. Written argument 
note was submitted thereafter by the defence 
representative. Thus all the procedure of domestic enquiry 
was followed by the enquiry officer and there is absolutely 
no violation of principles of natural justice. Every 
opportunity was given to the delinquent during enquiry. 
This fact was fairly conceded by the learned counsel for 
the workman. The workman has not been able to show any 
perversity in the findings of enquiry officer either. Therefore 
I find that the enquiry is valid. 

5. Point No. (2): 

I have already found that the enquiry is valid. It is 
then the burden of the workman to show on the basis of 
the materials on record that evidence was inadequate to 
prove the charges. Though many witnesses were cited 
before the enquiry officer by the management PWs 

8.11.12.18.19 & 20 alone were examined. Out of them PWs 

8.18.19 and 20 were customers of the bank. PW 11 was the 
accountant of Marayur branch. PW12 was the former head 
cashier of Marayur branch. The charge against the workman 
is that (1) he had misappropriated amounts entrusted by 
various customers of the branch for crediting the same in 
their accounts. 

There were 19 customers whose money was thus 
misappropriated; (2) the workman had made fictitious credit 
entries in the pass book of customers regarding the amount 
appropriated with a view to cover up the misappropriation; 
(3) the workman had borrowed Rs. 12,000 from one 
Karthavarayan, a customer of the bank. The customers, 
PWs 8,18,19 & 20 have supported the allegations against 
the workman. PW 11, the accountant of Marayur branch did 
not support the charges and most of his answers were that 
he was not aware. PW 12, the former head cashier had fully 
supported the case of management. Besides, there was 
documentary evidence like pass book, ledger folios, credit 
vouchers, which are Exts. PE I to 35 in Ext. Ml. The defence 
was not able to make any' inroads icto the evidence of the 
management. No evidence was adduced on defence side 
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before the enquiry officer. Thus the charges against the 
workman stood proved fully. The disciplinary authority 
passed a preliminary order proposing punishment of 
dismissal from service and the worker was called upon to 
show cause why the proposed punishment shall not be 
imposed. Thereafter a final order was passed by the 
disciplinary authority on 16-6-2001 (pages 327 to 329 of 
Ext. Ml) dismissing the workman from service. An appeal 
was filed by the workman, but the appellate authority 
rejected the appeal and the order is contained in pages 14 
to 17 of Ext. M1. Thus the findings are unimpeachable and 
there is no reason to interfere with the findings. 

6. Point No. (3): 

The only aspect that the workman could pursue 
before this court is the proportionality of the punishment. 
The charge-sheet contained in pages 2 & 3 of Ext. M 1 
mentions that the conduct of the workman falls under Clause 
19.5 (d) - willful damage or attempt to cause damage to the 
property of the bank or any of its customers, (2) Clause 
19.5 (j) - doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to 
involve the bank in serious loss, (3) Clause 19.7 (d)-breach 
of any rule of business of the bank or instructions for the 
running of any department, (4) Clause 19.7 (1) - incurring 
debts to an extent considered by the management as 
excessive. The last two charges fall under minor misconduct 
and the first two charges under gross misconduct, as per 
1st Bipartite Settlement dated 19.10.1966. As per the major 
charges, 19 customers had entrusted money to the 
delinquent for remittance in their accounts. But the 
delinquent did not remit. At the same time in the pass book 
of the customers the amounts were entered as if they were 
credited in their respective accounts. This is no doubt a 
serious misconduct so far as a bank staff is concerned. It 
allects the reputation of the bank and customers loose 
faith in the bank. Considering the seriousness of the 
charges the punishment of dismissal was imposed on the 
delinquent. It is true that there is no past record of 
misconduct on the part of delinquent and he had put in 
about 29 years of service. But that is no reason to show 
any leniency in the case of a serious misconduct like the 
present. It is not one or two solitary instances in which 
misappropriation was done. But there are 19 customers 
whose money was embezzled by the workman. It cannot be 
taken lightly by a bank. It creates echoes of mistrust among 
customers and it is bound to reverberate in the business 
of the bank. If such a person is retained in the bank it 
would be a retrograde step on the part of the bank and it 
would be difficult for the bank to recapture the faith of the 
customers. These circumstances weighed with the 
management while imposing the punishment. It cannot be 
said in the above circumstances that the punishment is 
shockingly disproportionate to the guilt. The workman had 
worked 29 years in the bank and he was earning so long. 
Therclore his contention that he has no source of income 
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and he has to look after his family, is not a mitigating 
circumstance. Deterrent punishment is sometimes 
warranted in order to protect the institution and caution 
the other staff of the institution. For the reasons stated 
above, 1 find that the punishment imposed was warranted 
in the circumstances and no interference is called for by 
this court. 

7. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in dismissing the workman, Shri 
Karuppan from service is legal and proper. The workman is 
not entitled to any relief. There is no order as to cost. The 
award will take effect one month after its publication in the 
Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 7th 
day of December, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX 


Witness for the Union : 

Nil 

Witness for the Management: 

Nil 

Exhibits for the Union : 

Nil 

Exhibits for the Management: 


MI - Domestic Enquiry File. 
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W.3TT. 115. -afl^Plob 1947 (1947 

"371 14) 1 7 3H^-K U I 4f, “h-stM T2Z 

sFjsfa q PhRw ^VilOich fq-sr^ efS'sQq jhWiOi* 
3TfsTTOT,3Tq^^ WZ (ifM TOU 159/2003) y+lPvid 
TO) 21-1 2-2006 UTO I|3TT «TT I 

[Tt. ^“12012/81/2003-^ 3TTT («fl- 1 ) ] 

3T*R TOT, 3TfTOT) 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 115. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
• Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 159/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Eabour 
Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Anncxure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-12-2006. 

[No. L-12012/81/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A, N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGTT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/159/2003 Date 06- 1 2-2(X)6. 
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Petitioner: 
Party No. 1 


Respondent : 
Party No. 2 


Shri Ratnam S/o Late Shri Awlayya, 

R/o-Qtr No. 4C, St. No. 25, Sector-6, 
Bhilai Nagar, Dist. Durg [Chattisgarh] 
Versus 

The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Shanker Nagar, Raipur-492 001 
[Chattisgarh], 

AWARD 


[Dated : 6th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Ratnam S/o Late Shri 
Awlayya, R/o-Qtr. No. 4C, St. No. 25, Sector-6, Bhilai Nagar, 
Dist. Durg [Chattisgarh] Party No. 1 and The Dy. General 
Manager, State Bank of India, Zonal Office, Shanker Nagar, 
Raipur-492001 [Chattisgarh] Party No. 2 referred the same 
for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-12012/ 
81/2003 [IR (B-I)] Dtd. 4-7-2003 under clause (d) of 
subjection (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services 
of Shri S. Ratnam S/o Late Shri Awlayya, Ex-messenger, is 
justified ? If not to what relief the workman is entitled for ?” 

3. The reference came up for hearing today on 
6-12-2006 nobody appeared though called repeatedly either 
for the petitioner or for the management. It seems that after 
filing the rejoinder the petitioner is not attending the court. 
He is absent from last more than one year, he was expected 
to file the affidavit and adduce the evidence in support of 
his claim. However, he has not filed any Affidavit nor 
attended the Court. Occasionally on 9-5-2005 the counsel 
for the Petitioner appeared in the court, but there is no 
progress in the case. He has not filed any affidavit till today. 
The counsel for the management intermediately attends 
the court. Today as indicated above neither petitioner nor 
the respondent or their counsels appeared and adduced 
the evidence. The reference is very old of the year 2003. 
There are no reasons to adjourn it for filing the Affidavit. 
In the result it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. 
Its stands as dismissed. No order has to cost. I answer the 
award that the action of the respondent of terminating the 
services of Shri Ratnam is justified and he is not entitled 
for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 6-12-2006. A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ fwt, 22 2006 

^T.3TT. 116.- 3ttellP l * 1947 (1947 

14) m\ 17 ^ R, wtr ^ 

safsrefsT is ws ftratactf ■3^ ^ 

srjsfa 'ri -prfe f^rrc; 4 wtr 


StfaefRq-I, ^ wrz (rM WIT 17/2002) ^ wtTRT 

cFTrft Tsj) TTWT ^ 21-12-2006 *IT I 

[7T. T$?T-12012/259/2002-3TR (^t-1)] 
3R3RT 3?f^=hKl 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 116. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, I Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Deutch Bank A G and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21 -12-2006. 

[No. L-12012/259/2002-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-17 of2002 
PARTIES 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Deutsche Bank AG 

AND 

Mrs. Mani Jos 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. Alva, Adv. 

For the workman : Mr. M.B. Anchan, Adv. 

Workman present in person. 
State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 30th day of November, 2006 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of 
sub-section I of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (the Act for short) vide Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi Order No.L-12012/259/2002 IR(B-I) 
dated 30-10-2002. The terms of reference given in the 
schedule are as follows : 

“Whether Mrs. Mani Jos employed in Deutsche Bank 
AG, is a workman under the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (2). If so, whether the action of 
the management of Deutsche Bank AG in terminating 
the services of Mrs. Mani Jos w.e.f. 2nd November, 
2001 is justified? If not, what relief she is entitled ".’ 
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2. The matter came up for hearing today. T he parties 
have Iiled the terms of Settlement wherein it has been 
mentioned that this Settlement is in full and final settlement 
of all claims made under the reference. It is also mentioned 
that if the terms and conditions arc fulfilled, the parties 
shall have no right, dispute or claim against each other. 

3. In view of the aforesaid terms and settlement, the 
reference is liable to be disposed of accordingly. 

4. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

5. The Award is made accordingly. The terms of 
Settlement shall form part of Award. 

JUSTICE GHANSH YAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
Rl fgTrft, 22 fg7RR7, 2006 

Rrr. 3 R. ii 7 .-atWiPi<*> Irrtr 1947 

(1947 RR 14) RT7T 17 “ft 3RJRTR R, Rv7?]R R7RTIT 3TR. 
RR-, RfTRTf RTR ^ RRRcIR ^ RR^ fR RMRd 3TT7 RTF 
*»4«bKT ^ #R, 3P|RR R 3lWlp!<F fRRTR R RUJlPlR 
3TfRRRRT Ttzi T RRTZ (wf R7§R? 4/2002) R7l U4>lf¥M 
RRcft t, Rl RRF1R TURK RR 21-12-2006 RR RTR7 7|3TT RT I 

[7T. tt^t- 41012/15/91 -3TF^ 3TT7 (Rt-1)] 
sot rtrk, rrf arf^irf 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 117.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (4/2002) of the 
Industrial Tribunal Kota now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of R.M. Western Railway and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-12-2006. 

[No. L-41012/15/91-IR(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

■^rramh?T, T n RrfRRUTr t /mfej/rm, 

mIoI’hI'I 3Tf^chlO :7JTRT, 3TR.T7rT,^.Tn4. 

7RTRT U^FTOT ^TfcF : 3^. '34T./ <ft^lR /-4/2002 
fc^fofi RUlpLM : 17-1-2002 

#r : rttr 7?trr7, m rrrhr, M ^ rk?t 
sFRTRT T^T-41012/1 5/91 -3JT^.3TR.-^t.^ 
fFRTRT 21-10-91 R RRTR TRIdHpd STT^TT 
TUsRT R^-41012/15/91-3R£RR.(^.^Rt, 
3TT$) fgRTRT 20-12-2001 

tlfRR 3RrPfrT STITT 10( 1 ) ( R ) 

afteftftlch Refold 3TfRfRRR, 1947 


R*R 

W2 RTRR RR RT 73T73 cTTcT 
gTTT 3RRR, TTWf TjcTR RRT RRg7 RRRR, 

2/236 RTKR7 { 3TPKI) i 

.Rmf RfRF 

RRT 

Tf. 37T7.RR. TRR, RTRT i 

Ptrtrrt 

T9fr«rf?T 

mMf RfRRr rP m R Rfafafa. 3 fr tjtf Irf 

3T5TT«ff PHilkch RR m. R RfdfdfR, RT R7R 7TET 

3TfRpl u Pt l<dfR> : 19 8 06 

RfcrfRnfR 

^TRtT 777RR7, RR TRin, -H f^TRTT glTT 3RFT 7RR 
3TK7T fTTfT 21-10-91 gT7T I-fR TRPR RTRTpTT fRRIF 
1947 fRR cT^RTcT “ 3{fRpTRR " R TRRtfRR fm 
Rl^ll (RR *4171) 10(1 )Cq) R7 RRUfcT ^R R'WiPiR, 
^RTRTpRRRR/RRFTR/R3 P.^d! RTf ^RpFRRTR RRTpTd fRTR 
RRT RT, TPjRTTRT RF RR7TR RRRT RTRR fgRTR7 20-12-01 R7 
SKI 1>R 'RTRTfRRURT RR RfRTRRRlR TRTRRTfRT Pbd[ RRT : 

“Whether the action of the management of Western 
Railway Kota in lerminaiing the services of 
Sh. Chhotey Lai. S/o Shri Chhokhey Lai under PW1 
CTR, Idgah, Agra w.e.f. 2-7-84 and not absorbing 
him against handicapped Quota is jsulified ? If not. 
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled." 

2. RRR TSFRR RRRO-f RRIRRP ^77 ^4TRTf*4Rm RR RTRT 

oH R7 hV|r«S "3H J jVl RtHchKl RR 7JRRT fRfRRd TR 77 RRt 
RftRRl I 

3. RTOf RpTRT R7t 37R ^ RRRT WdM-d R RF 

3jfRR7fRR fRTRT RRI f fR7 RF 3RHRf fRRTRRT W, 37*4)R7R 
Rf.F^.371 % t 7Tl.Rt.37R. RfTRR tdR fgRTF T 3TRH 
fg. 21-2-78 V U7-84 RR7 RTRRR 7 R^ RRT ^RRR RT RF RT 
TR17'c1 7FI RllR3 tRRRTRf RRF R fd^Rd fRlRT RRT RI I RR 
RlRf 9ffRR7 R RfRTRTRRTl R 77RH Rt4 %T ERR RcTR fgRTR R 
37RTTR fgdTR R1R RH Rl Rgd ^ RJRRT R 
2-7-84 RTl 3?^R RR Tf RRT ^ ^RR7 RR fgRT RRI \ ^R RRR7 
RTRf R7t fRRT fRTRt 3TTRR R RR7R RcfTR TlRT 7^ FFT iRRl RRT I 
T(RTR1RTR)T R RTPRI ^d R7 R7RRT RRRTRR ^ T^, RR^TR 
RTRf ^ R5JR 3TfRR7T7l % RRSJ fRRTR RR[R1 | 3RR RfRRTfRR 
fRTRT RRT t ^ RRTRTRRR R7 RFl' iRRRRIR RR7 RT fTRR TRPT 
Rff RTR) RTRf RFT’ RFl, Rt*4t Rrff 7f ^ RTdEI TTRRRI 
TRRNJ TrRT R 773 RTF 7# I RTRf ^ 3RJRR R7 ^RTRIRRR - R 
fePRRHd FT7RTTR, RRFT R Rf gR.d RRRTR1 3^7 RR 
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#3#7 23-6-84 # 371317 "77 3T# # #37H# 1# # 37173 
3# 313-#1 371 3# 3713 HI #R H# 3713 37 HI# 34 
77731 # 3#, #73[ f#7 # 34 3 *#337 37# 37 3# 7T3131 
331 | 31 # 37#P##T #731 331 t #7 371# 4 37#*S *4*4 
3?R # pc|tqfa*T # 3# ^3T71 i ##7 731# # 34 t 7T8TT 
l4 #337 # t^RTtf^Trf #73 34 t, #73| TIT«fF 31 #771 313777 

3 in 3 # tor 331 i 1 3i# 431 4 n# 3# iM<w ^<Wm. 
t 331 fa*#i 374*4 34 431 4 3 # wn 3 tti mR 34 

## # fa HI I cl t I 333 4 3fT#Tl 34 33t t #7 34 431 4 
1Hn oTHl 3#3 Rtfcrrl 37# ^ 77377F eTHTf 77%3 4ll 3 
"37737 4334 # #31 77f?3 33131 7<sl3# 3# 31 37^#3 W 
#7313# I 

4 . sun# fa #337 34 #7 4 n# # 333 3#3 371 

•3313 377<pT 3771 31 3731 #73T 3311 #7#. 21-2-78 4 

6-9-81 137 3T# 34 4#37 4l1 4#t 31I*#H* 8rf437#H7 
4 HTRl 331 3 377# 3¥3 Tc[ 27-1-84 34 !J1: T# ^3 4 
H1T31 33T of 177 337T7 371# 34 120 #1 34 43T ^ 37# 37 
12-6-84 34 3773#! 87fa37 371 1# #31 33T 1 #337 371 31 
*7111 3H1 t #7 37# 7 771H 137 4fa4-i # 31 37 37# #>31 

t t# i4 fa^ ' c TFi 37 # 4 fa^f#i it 3 # 4 13rr«ff itti 31 

*731 *77*1 TRH «Fl f^n 7 7RPT ^TcH ^ 1TPT ^ 

fa^fad ^ -Rfn 7 Rt, 773 N 7 T 7 T^TcT t I 3 IT» 7 f ^ 1984 

fafacTftq 1 Rtew ^ R1T eu, ^T R ^ 3RlR ( 3Rf*R) 
TRTT R71 37^7 2-7-84 ^Tl TR7 fi ^Tf^Td ^371 I ITsfl 
cf?\ -fRl ^ facbMI R71 1 TTT^Tf 'gTTT 3 iq. 5 ffa =tdd ^ f ^ 7 ^ 
^ 37Wcl 3 ^777 fRII RTI RT, 377^t 37%7 ^ ^ t, 
37 f ^7 3 ?T ^371 f I TTT«ff ^t, 3T3n«7f ^TTT faT7Tl H77 ^7T 
3TnRT7R 3 ?f tRH R7T 3^7 R7^ ?T71 ^dF( Rl 77^ cT^T Mdd 
f ! -sn*7? R ^ 1% ^ fa<+iC7i' J l R7 4 iTRT R7T «71, 

Ijufa41 Mdcl % I TTT^Tf ^7^Tt ^ft fa« 6 dl 4 l HtV dsl 3TRI 871 
^fdU 177 ^Plt -q fa^fad R 3TPT ^ ^cll I in^ R 
•q^ RTcl f f^i 377^ ct>r-i C5 c5 T^TRlt "R fa^il 

Tjqj 3 ^ <-i<2M3> 3TSCTqTcT 77H31 ^ 7?t =hl4c«ie1 '5 : 7: 

■5614 R 7734 34 # I 17! 37R7 TH^ff 3TT 77^4 

■RTR fTO^TR Il4 "4 Tl^qq fRTTl %^7T '^Tfa, 31 fR^ W1 'R 
ar^Jcfm 37R7 37H 37T 3rfW7t ^Wt t I 

5. UTsff ^ sih 4 TTT^d fRTT R7T 

f^r4' -^fq^n ■$ qf5m ci^' ^4 it 3174 m 

373174f '5171 HTcJd ^1313 "R yfaqi^ fal^H R71 t I 

6. 37I«ff ^Ft 37t7 ^ HlP^l 771^7 ^ 371 

yTc^d 377 x 17tfalcl 3773P71 ^371 % ! 3873717! 34 3717 "7! Hcrloifa 
TTI^q 4t 37^3 34 33t ft 375714! 4 34 i 4tPsi3> 77183 !T7g3 
3lt'37t I 

7. 38737174 34 3F77 7|4t 331 I 3313# 37 3Htf«*7 
38137171 34 t#733 3177,3313# 3 133R-177T83 371 ¥ 3T3 T j437 

43731 331 1 


8. 31# 371 31 3713T t f37 737 t 4 21 -2-78 7t 1 -7-84 
337 3T5n«ff # 373t3 4 j |4h # 33 37 3713 f3731 4 1 373T«7f 371 
jq 77^3^7 4f 31 3# t f37 3l4! 4 21-2-78 ^ 6-9-81 337 
37# f373T t 3TK 377# 33313 27-1 -84 3 12-6-84 337 120 
f# <331317 773TT3 7l4 37 12-6-84 ^ 3T73lf 331 fl3T 331 
#7 ^4 19-6-84 34 fafaxSHl^ 3T3 13 431331 I f#37c77t3 
3T3 4 7# 81333 3Tf33 377 #31 331 f377 37 31 2-7-84 4 
47 irf37 11 331 I 177 371 4 Wf4 373! 34 431 4 37123T73 
3lff373lt I 

9. 31# 4 373# #Psl37 77183 4 31 3733 f37311 f37 
313!,1^J. 371^. ,74.4.337. 3fT33 4eT3 #3114 37#3 # 
21-2-78 4 1 -7-84 337 873#33 7 34 337 ^343 4 33 37 
43173 7111 8# 2-7-84 4 4313#34 4 34 4314 ^337 377 
#31 I f4n 4 # 31# 4 1#f 3«3f 34 Tjfe # t I 3774 
7T7e{--qq 4' 31 4t 37*73 f#31 ft#"# 143f43 =h4^lR# 34 
3ff3 333 ^3313 3lf #731331 «7T f377 37 378.74.3;. 3. 96/86 
4#3 7773717, 873 R131313, # #3# 4, 377^3 #731 377 37 
^7 l 3 l d3 ITT! #. 11 -4-91 34 31# # 387 4 871#1 3lt73 #731 
331 #17734 344 3# 33373-1 t I 177 8T1#1 # 373#373 4 
•q% qjqy T|7JT % 31# # #. 21-2-78 4 1-7-84 337 # 
#33-3#' # 37317 34 TT#T 77. 6259/- 7313133 5171 #31# 
3# | 3731# 34 3# 4 171 77*3^7 4 34f 77183 37^1 3# 34 
3# t #7 31# 4 7-9-81 4 26-1-84 337 #!f 37# 3#' #731 
f 3# 27-1-84 4 34 "33: 431 4 4## # ^73 4 #^#3 # 

T#t | 177# #343 31# # 3133 373# 371 #7 21-2-78 4 
1 -7-84 337 37l4 4#43 # 373 4 37# #731, 371 #!^ 7gF13 
3# ^3711 3# 17734 "jf# ##3 873 7313Tel3, 3^ #3#t # 
faufal^V I #. 11 -4-91 4 # ## 4 #177# 3T3#3 3731# 4 

-##. 21-2-78 4 1-7-84 337# #13-*3## 37317 34 
7lf?T #33# 3# I 373: 31# 37T 31 3733 #7 3774 21-2-78 
4 1-7-84 337 3731# # 37#3 ##3 # 31 37 37# #731, 
"TTT#3 #31 3T31 "3131 i? I 

10. 177 77^3=3 4 344 #311 3# t #7 31# #! #3#7 
12-6-84 4 377314 3# #31 331 3# 19-6-84 33 37# 34 
# ! # 7c # 3 #3 # #R #31 3311 31# 733 4 3#3 T^cOW # 
#1 3 7 4 31 3733 #7311 #7 33137 TR. #./55-3/3,- W 
#3T37 23-6-84 # 3H3R 37 #3TH# #3 # 37173 77131 # 
3# #7 l4 #l4 3T33 13' ^13 371 3l4 3713 31 1377 11# 
33R 37 H3T31 ^1# I 171 33 34 37#13# 371 >373lfll73 3773 4 
31 3131 3111 4 #7 31# 371 '537T331 3773 37 ^4 H# 37# 37 
H3T# 34 771TT1 # 3# t 3# ^l*# # 37# # #T3 ##7 311 
33131 331 tl 31# 371 31 3733 t #7 377#t 37# #37HT3 
37# 4 34 3#, #7^ 31# 3 171 W^I 4 331 77183 377J3 
3#' #; 11 31# 733' 3 31 3H 1 #7 33 #l43 # 31 37 37# 
#731 331 31 #7 #771 #7 TW 1, ##3 31 37# 3# 3^7# 
31 t #773 #131, 3# 311 HR 3531 371# 313 77#3fllcl 
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IFF ^ ^ %R fd^Rw Reft 4t RTcft, 3RR RF R %R fd^Pfd 4t 
^'dl 1 f4RTRi 2-12-87 r 4 Tft.T 3 Tq. 37 t. sttrtt ^rt fR4 Rt 
PdfairulR RFlFTR Rft R^V'typl RRJF Rt RRt 1?, fRdJ 
9TfRF RFt FTRT t % TJT*ff Rl RR RTR 78 R' RTdt fRRT RRT RT 
7H FT Ft RF RTR 4 f R nlPclR R RfRcT «TN fR RRM-RR ft 
^ RdtcT FTcFT t fR RTRf T*7PTt RR R fd=b<dH[ Ft RRT tl 3TcT: 
3FF?rf RF Fiifaci 4' 3TFTRRT TFT t RR 21 -2-78 Rt 

<PiAi Rrf rf n^ft fRRT rrt rr rf fRRnRn Rr.RfRRRF 

TFT^T FtRT t fR RR RFTRF STFRTRt FRf fFRT RRT 3?lF fRR?4tR 
Td^FT =mi^| RRT R 3<H<*> Rt4 4f "4" fiPeidl RT sfp; 

<*>kr RF fd+tfld -grF Tfzn gjj | 


1 1 • 9F ^Ff^K 1 1% RTRf Rl 3TFRTRt FRf RTRF «7T Rfc 
dc^lrfM FfusRd FFlR FFffdfdVI RjaTdF R tFT FT. 2511 R 
fsr?T% RFRFRt FRf RFRRR %R1 t, RFT RF fFFT l kd td 


3RtW RRF? FFT^FF Rl4 f, 3?Rf?£ij4 fRRT RFfer R RTR 
^ FfRT 74 RFt fRRT 77^^11 ^sff ^ 7 ^ ^jepj % 
FF^fl 2-7-84 FT FRR eft RRR RF RRfFRR Riff ?|3TT RT IFF 
FP^-R 4 4t RF TW t fRT RfF RTRf 4<£lPd< Tjzn 2 R Ftt "3TT 


^FF F^ Rffo? 4RR Pimhi^K 4rt 4 TJRRF fRRT RTRF RTfFR 
?; FI] FFRTRf yfdfdPR 4 RFFF R RfFR RF FdlRTR fRRT t fR 
^ ^F itt\ ^ Ftfer ^F -g3=fmT f^TT 7RT t # 

"374 Pvdl ^Jldl ^F%T7 8TJ 1 


WFR ^1 ^FF FT 6 TTp ^TT 4dPd<*> 3?8HT 3 r4 d Pd4i 

3T^iT?T F^l^d FFT^F RPR ddiPrMdi t^^Md ^TT 
y’Hrd di<dl ^I%n;t RF FTC t % 3T5TT®ff ^ ^TFF ^FFT F?t f^RTT 
FFRT 37cT: 3TF«ff TRT "gf^T FT jP^d RR 37^1 -^j -qj^ 
'STTcft tl 

14. 3TT«ff ^ ^RT RF^FT 44 (1992) 2 RFF. Fft. 

Fit. (RcT TRT) 61 1 -^Pd^H 3TT9T ^Tm dFT^rdM 

fT^TcT T Pddld R?t fl ^l-iT^fd “ PFlPdcd FTRIfF 4 . 

2280/2000 RFfFFF ''TTfT ^TW ^Pi^d FFTO - ^pu^-qi f^ t if^ f^. 
29/3/2000 (TT. f-^cih ^NKdd) ” RF^FT t^RFT TTRT t I RF 
'919 cd I ^'4 ^k 1 f^HT ^ FFT# ^ FRT^? 4't, Pd FT 4 
UfaHiPra Pri« 5 i'n 4’ 4t f 4 ^TF TFf tl 

15. 3TT«Tf m RF t RFF FT^pf FFfFd TRT 
9 ^4wipHd %RT ^n4, _ F^P4) 3T3T«fl RTF RF ^F«R t RT«ff 

^4 84 T TRT T FFF fFRI 'rpTT «TF cT«TT "3FFF Tfpq^n ^rj 
91 4' 4ft ^ 33TRT tl RF 3n4f RF Strictly obligatory RFt t 
% ofF TFTTf ^t ^RF 4’ FF41 RF«fl ^t 20 FFTFT "4 4t 3Tf4^ 

^ ^ ^TI Ft RTJ t 3fk ^F feft ^r4 RRq 4, 3TcT: F9 
9^1 1 j4F*TTft7T oFRt ^ F«Fd FF HF'iHVd ^3FT^FT Flf?T ferTT 
4t ^FTFI 3^Ff4 3TF4 F«R FTF4F T‘ »^H<|bd l d “ 2005 (105) 
TRF.1TdF.3Tn:. 114 (TTFF.FTF.) FfFRTrn F?F ^T|-3TN. 7^ 

sqdmAnd tfal «ETFR ■=fhrm'” TTF^rF f^RTT t PdFlA R i ddle 


12. RF^f RTT RF d>6dl t f^T RF PF^FTFI Ft FRI «TT R 
RFF tWfj^FFR fqohrmi 4’ 'FTHNlPdd %RI ^FH 7 ^TfFR 
*TTIF9W^R^F^R33TdT^tFnt.251I (4t)RRF 

RIRf^TF TFT t f=F .FJTF^TfFFFT ^fnRT Pd FI d-d f^7 rjTPqFTt F^ 
tFFF "FT ^FF F, FTT T- 5 ^!^ FF FFT FFt fFRFT -dlddl IFF FFF fFT 
■TF IFF F^ J lfdd PlTpHd TFRF TFFFT 5RT "TTdfdd RFf ^R IfdRT 
FFT54 Ft RF 4t RTRfRF TFT f % FR 3 RR ^ 
TRRTRFF FTRftFRnTF 4t iFTRrft I FRFp fFRRF FF RF Rt RIRRPF t 
■% FTTRt fRfRRTTtR ^f[R r) RRFRt ~Rr 4 j f l I 

1 3. RTRf RTt 3TFT R TRR.IdH tdTR %3TFF «£ 3TTRTR 
XIII ^fF 3TR 4) RR T--RH 3TFR>1%T TRvRI RRT f| TRTR FR 
FFT«P-R R RTRRR t tRr TdFR RRtRlft fRfRRRtR 3TIRR RT 
3TRFTR Ft RTR eft RR f^RT RTF R ^RT R' TT3T RIR 3 TRRT FRRI 
RFRI FRt %3TRf "dt tn FF 1304 (Rt) R 37FRTRt R^R l PTdT 
3TRFTR FH ^ FFRTR R" f^RF RRF tl RF RRtRlft R# 

Rftft^fR R 3TRFTR Ft RRfRT RF tdfR RTF R7TR RR TFT FT 3TR 
Rf RtRrtR TRFR RR RItR RtR fR 3TRPR RFT ^3TT FT, IF Rdf 
RftfFRfFRf R RRRiPI RF %FF RTF R R# RRT R‘ TTdlRPdd 

IRn rtrttt, fRn rrt ti iff trr^t r RR rfi' t Irt 

TnRf Rdd RTT RTtR RTTR FOTR fRRTFTFT ^ ^ ^ 

FfTfF^-TfF R fqcbdiH F3FI Vfl 3TR Rl 1304 (2) (B) R 

^fjtfit Rtf RR^Rcf r fffr arfRdFftR'RFTTFR rt wR Rf 
RRTfR7R 9F RT fdRRl RtT Strictly Obligatory dFT t, fR^ 


R^RFR ^RFTTdTR t fdR STfRRcT RFTd fRRT t:- 

“Labour Court-Jurisdiction-Power-Industrial Court, 
like any other Court must be held to have same 
discretion-In the matter of granting relief- Once an 
order of termination is held to be bad-Labour Court 
is not bound to grant relief to workman-Grant of relief 
depends upon facts of each case.” 

16. RF FFRF t fR RTRf R RrT R Rl4d R RF RT rRr 
RF t RRf rR RT fdRRi^TTR 3 TRTr! RTtR fdR ^Pc-d^ RRrF 
RtRfFTR (Strictlyobligatory) RT«RdFf Rll RF R Fwf 
fR RTR? R 3TRRT RTRFFT 4ft R RRTRT t 3^T 3 R FfRT R F^ 20 
FFTFF R 3TfRRr R7T RFRR FT RRT t 3fR RF fddPHd Rn f-dnl RFf 
RT, 3TFRTRT FRt RRT R>RrtO RF RRT 13FtR FIR FRR RR t T R 
iFR r 4 RRTdf R 3FJTTTT RF RWeff Rvf RFTT RFIIdl t, R# 
fFRld R‘ RmfR d^TRR "^RTRTRTR R dRR iRTR pdfcT 44 2005 
(105) RR.RFT.3TTT. 114 cTRT 3RR ^RTRfidfF 2001 R3Tl4 
3TTT-RRRfF^R. 2426-iMR^ RdTR 9TR iRTRTFTR, 2005 (4) 
(3TR.lFf.lFf.) RR. 948 (FfR)-Ffe 3TFE FR. RRTR Tp] 
^RR RR 3TR.RFT. 3TR. 2005 (1 ) p5 240-3 T ^hPf 4 RdTR 
RR 1RTRTFTR, RTRp RR '3RR M R yPdMtfdd ^RTRTfR^TF? R 
3TTRR RT RTRf Rl RRT R R^FRllRR Rr4 R FRR RT R3RRR 
FRRR RRRPR RjfRT fFRTRT RRT dfRR FfRTI 3RT; FTRf RsR', 
RfffFRfRrf R fRfRRT tFRfF Rl RRtr TfRF FR RTRf Rl 
RRTpF 40,000 R. Rif FTf?T '^3TTRRT FRTFR fFRRTRT RRT 
RfRR RRITT RRT t I 
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Mf<u|IMd: ‘4TCcT *H=FK, 3P7 4id4, fr<4l £TCT 
4 3lf*Tftf%T ^7 JQ TWR drclftn tol ^ f fa 
STOsff W^R, cfW4 Tc4, £RJ 3l4 ^ Sit 

4 f^TFF 2-7-84 ^ RfaT ^ ^TRT ST^f^RT 4 
3^*T tl yeb<u| e£ tfeqf, 7TOT RfTf^W ^ f^TfTT 4 

c;Md T*4 inr wft 9ff^ TfRT 3 '3R7S#RT ^ T^IH "97 
^|C|4] T^rq Tich^d 40,000 77 ^1 <fftl 375l4 7) 

qp<i ^4 ^t 444 ti 


APPEARANCES 

Workman in person with his A/R 
Shri Inderjeet Singh. 

Shri K. Raja Kumar, Manager Law, 

Zonal Office, Meerut. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-12012/386/94-IR (B-II) dated 15th May, 
1995 has referred the following industrial dispute to this 


4 ^<n, ^uqTqfar 

Rf f44, 22 Runt, 2006 

■5JT.37T.118.—3tWlf4’ fans 44FR, 1947 (1947 
cpT 1 4 ) 4 «?T7T 17 4 3RJWUI 4 44 W=hK §^iei«nq 4 
4 WTcTR 4 TT4T Pd^MchT 47 T=4 <*>4<4 ^ #5, 3FJ^*1 

r fqf4 44fw famz 3 mm 4#frr 

R.-| (74 7F®7161/95) 4 y4>lfi*ld 4FR7T1 

t, -on 44 7 TRTR 4 21-12-2006 4 tttrt t> 3 tt «ni 

[71. 47-12012/386/94- 4 3117(4-11) ] 

l l frK 44 4 t 444 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 118. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 61/95) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No.-l, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Allahabad Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-12-2006. 

[No. L-12012/386/94-1R (B-II)] 

RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I. D. No. 61 of 1995 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Mata Prasad son of Shri Pharai, 

Resident of House No. 148, B. C. Line, 

Meerut Cantt., Meerut 
Through the Secretary, 

U. P. Bank Workers Federation, 

H. No. 276, Mohalla Bakri Lai Kurti, 

Meerut Cantt. .Workman 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Allahabad Bank, 

D-20. Shastri Nagar, Meerut City. ....Management 


Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether Shri Mata Prasad, Driver was an employee 
of the Allahabad Bank Meerut ? If so, whether the 
action of the Bank Management in terminating his 
services w.e.f, 15-2-1993 is legal and justified ? If not 
to what relief is Shri Prasad entitled 7 ” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are that 
the workman (applicant) claims that he was appointed as 
Driver on 15th of June, 89 by the respondent to drive his car 
provided to its Regional Manager. The said car was owned 
by Allahabad Bank and this vehicle was used for looking 
after in its different branches within the territorial jurisdiction 
within the Meerut Region of West^District U.P. comprising 
of many districts of western U. P. for banks business such 
as vehicle was also used for cash remittance supplying 
stationery, meetings, seminars, conferences organized to 
customers and staff etc. and it was under the overall control 
of its Manager. The applicant was in continuous and 
uninterrupted service of the bank for about 3 years and 8 
months and had completed more than 240 days in 
consecutive twelve months for the years 1989-90,1990-91, 
1991-92 and 1992-93 and has worked and completed more 
than 240 days in consecutive 12 months during the each 
year of the said period and industrial dispute was raised 
before the Labour Commissioner Central, Dehradun wherein 
conciliation proceeding resulted in failure and thus dispute 
between the parties resulted in the above reference. He was 
not given any formal order. His services were utilized in the 
bank as subordinate staff when driving was not required. 
His services were terminated on 14-2-93 without compliance 
of provisions contained in the I.D. Act, 1947 without giving 
notice etc. and his termination is illegal and he claims 
reinstatement with continuity of service and arrears of back 
wages and difference of past wages as per rules, 

3. The case has been contested by the management 
by filing written statement raising the following pleas that 
the case is not maintainable on the ground that the claimant 
is not a workman under Section 25 F of the l.D. Act and there 
does not exist relationship of employer and employee 
between him and the replying respondent and he was not 
appointed by the respondent bank as claimed; that there 
exist no industrial dispute between him and the respondent 
bank. There is no nexus between him and the respondent 
and present reference is without jurisdiction. The respondent 
has no direct control over the petitioner claimant. 
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4. On merits it is denied that the petitioner was 
appointed by the management as alleged on 15-6-89. 
However, it is not disputed that car bearing No. WME-754 
was provided to the Regional Manager, Allahabad Bank, 
Meerut out of the perquisites he was entitled to. The said 
car has been provided to the Regional Manager, Meerut as 
perquisite at his sole discretion as to how, when and where 
to use the same. He was also entitled to reimbursement of 
personal driver's salary provided he does not drive the car 
himself and opt to employ a personal driver. It is denied that 
the caT used by the Regional Manager for looking after and 
supervising Bank's business under his territorial jurisdiction 
of Meerut region. It is stated that whatever allowance 
Regional Manager was drawing from the bank towards 
personal driver. Salary sum was paid by him to the petitioner. 
It is denied that there was separate attendance register for 
the Claimant and he was under supervision and control of 
the respondent bank as claimed. He has no concern with the 
answering bank. It is denied that the workman has been in 
the employment of the respondent during the period of three 
years as claimed by him. However, the dispute was raised 
before Labour Commissioner which resulted in this reference. 
It is also stated that he was not selected or appointed and 
question of giving him formal appointment does not arise. It 
is denied that his services were utilized as subordinate staff 
as its driver. The other allegations that his services were 
terminated by the bank are also denied. It is denied that any 
unfair labour practice was adopted as stated and any violation 
of provisions of law, statutory provisions were committed. 
It is also stated that the provisions of Award, Bipartite 
Settlement are not applicable to the workman Shri Mata Pd. 
He being not employee of the respondent, however, the 
Same are applicable to the subordinate staff and are not 
applicable to those who had never been in the employment 
of answering bank and it is denied that he was entitled to 
any other benefits or available to him which are admissible 
to the employees of the bank. Allegation of discrimination is 
also denied as wrong. It is denied that he is bona fide workman 
belonging to the subordinate cadre on the basis of work 
performance, muster roll record, FIR. It is stated that the 
reference is without jurisdiction and the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

5. Written statement was followed by replication 
wherein the contents mentioned in the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct while the disputed pleas of the written 
statement were refuted. 

6 . Thereafter following issues were framed :— 

1. Whether the enquiry is fair and proper ? 

2 Relief. 

7. Respondent management examined Shri Suresh 
Kumar, Officer of the management in support of its case that 
the workman was not its employee and was not under its 
control and the vouchers of payment of salary and medical 
bills etc., which are not in the name of the employees but in 
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the name of Shri R.C. Sharma. Regional Manager of the 
respondent do not prove that the case of the workman that 
he was being paid by the bank being its employee. In his 
cross examination Shri Suresh Kumar MW 1 stated after much 
insistence that owner of the car as per registration was 
Allahabad Bank. Car was allotted to Regional Manager for 
official functions, maintenance of the car and petrol etc. was 
supplied by the management. No uniform was supplied to 
the workman, Mata Pd. nor medical expenses. Money was 
paid for reimbursement to the workman through Regional 
Manager. On 10-5-91 the car met with the accident when it 
was going from Gahaziabad to Meerut. R.M. T.P. Singh, 
Senior Manager was in the car. The workman was working 
with the R.M. since June, 89. After closure of management 
evidence workman adduced his evidence by filing affidavit 
Ex. WW1/1 in support of his claim averring therein that he 
was employed as Driver with the respondent bank as claimed 
and in cross examination he stated that no appointment letters 
were issued to him by the bank. His name was not 
recommended by Employment Exchange for the post of 
Driver. He did not give anything. He denied the suggestion 
that he was driver of Regional Manager of the Bank. After 
closure of evidence of both the parties Shri Inderjcet Singh 
A/R for the workman and Shri K. Raja Kumar, Law Officer of 
the management addressed arguments and written 
submissions were filed. 

8 . Learned A/R for the workman has contended that 
the workman was paid his wages/salary by the respondent 
bank through the Manager and even payment of his medical 
bill was made by the respondent and that the workman 
performed duties in connection with the business of the 
respondent bank and as such he is the employee of the 
respondent and nature of job performed by the claimant 
shows that he is the workman within the definition of the 
l.D. Act and that he was under the complete control of the 
Manager and as Officer of the bank and as such he was 
under the control of the respondent bank and his service 
has been terminated in contravention‘of the provisions of 
the l.D. Act and workman is entitled to the reinstatement 
with full back wages as claimed. Ld. A/R for the workman 
has relied upon the following decisions reported in 2005( 105) 
383 captioned as Bank of Baroda Vs. Chemarbhai Harjibhai 
Rabari in Civil appeal No. 4396 of2003, (2) 200411LU page 
500 captioned BASF India Limited and another Vs. M. 
Gurusamy and Another in OOCJA No.472/1995 in WP 
No. 1891/12990 dated 15-1-2004, (3) 2005( ‘ j 5)FLR 386 by 
Allahabad High Court in writ petition No. 54221/2002 
captioned Moti Lai Nehru Farmers Training Institute (Cordet) 
Vs. Presiding Officer. Labour Court, Allahabad and others. 
On the contrary learned A'R foi the management Shri K. 
Raja Kumar has refuted the above contentions of the 
workman contending that workman was the personal driver 
of the Branch Manager Shri R. C. Sharma and that there is no 
nexus/ relationship of master and servant between him and 
the respondent management and he is not the workman as 
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defined in the I. D. Act and he is also not under the control 
of the respondent management nor he performed duties in 
connection with the functioning of the bank. He has referred 
to the decisions reported in 2001 (89) FLR 695 Delhi High 
Court in CWP No. 7547 of 1999 on 4-1-2001 in Sree Bhagwan 
Vs. National Housing Bank and Others, (2) 1978 Supreme 
Court Cases (L&S) 353 Punjab National Bank Vs. Ghulam 
Dastagir, (3) FLR 1998 (79) in CMWP No. 4572 of 1983 
captioned M/s Singer Sewing Machine Co. Vs. P.O. Labour 
Court IV, Kanpur (4) Standard Chartered Bank Vs. Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner (Central) and Ors. By High Court pf 
Calcutta in Case No. 971/1990 dated 5-12-91 reported in LLJ, 
page 792. 

9. I have given my thoughtful considerations to the 
contentions raised on either side and perused the record 
meticulously. 

10. it is not disputed that the workman worked as a 
driver on the car of the Regional Manager of Allahabad 
Bank of Meerut Branch of the respondent Bank of Western 
U.P. for Allahabad Bank and from photo copies of vouchers 
dated 26-9-96, that the payment of wages has been made to 
Shri R.C. Sharma the then Regional Manager for the 
respondent bank and the workman has also placed on record 
photo copy of Extract of Attendance Register Ex. Ml/1 to 30 
and vouchers dated 28-4-90 for Rs. 700 , dated 1-9-90 for 
Rs. 750, dated 30-4-91 for Rs. 750, dated 5-9-91 for Rs. 1000, 
dated 9-10-91 for Rs. 1116, dated 30-11-91 for Rs. 1060, dated 
31-1-92 for Rs. 1060,29-2-92 for Rs. 1060, dated 26-3-92 for 
Rs. 1060,2-5-92 for Rs. 636, dated 27-6-92 for Rs. 1060, dated 
1-8-92 for Rs. 1060,3-9-92 for Rs. 1060, 24-9-92 forRs. 1250, 
dated 6-11-92 for Rs. 1310, dt. 26-11-92 forRs. 1310, 5-1-93 
for Rs. 1310, 30-3-93 for Rs. 1310,31-5-90 for R s. 361.3 0, 
3-7-90 for Rs. 450,1-8-90 for R s. 750,1-11-90 for Rs. 750,30- 
5-92 for Rs. 1060,1-12-90 for Rs. 423.35p ,and 27-2-91 for Rs. 
750. But there is nothing to show that these are extracts/ 
pages from the attendance register maintained by the 
respondent bank. The same is in the name of B. D. Tewari, R. 
C. Aggarwal, J. N. Varun, K. K. Gupta, K. G. Gupta, L. S. 
Prajapati, C. P. Wadhwa, S. K. Khanna, Johar Singh, A. S. 
Negi, Anil Kumar, Pradeep Kumar, Narender Singh, Ramkumar 
Rana, B. D. Tewari, R. C. Aggarwal, J. N. Varun, K. K. Gupta, 
K. G. Gupta, L. S. Prajapati, C. P. Wadhwa, S. K. Khanna, 
Johar Singh, A. S. Negi, Anil Kumar, Ram Kumar, Narender 
Singh, Rajpal Singh B. D. Tewari. The workman has also 
claimed that he was injured in an accident and medical 
expenses were paid by the Bank but the same has been paid 
to the Regional Manager Shri R. C. Sharma as mentioned. 
The workman has relied upon the decision of the full bench 
of the Supreme Court upholding the decision of the Gujarat 
High Court observing in the said case that the plea of the 
workman claimant was proved on the basis of the factual 
background of the case. The facts of the said case are that 
C. G. I. T. Ahmedabad accepted the plea of the workman 
claimant working as personal driver of the manager on the 
car allotted by the Bank of Baroda and held that the workman 
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was employee of the bank on the basis of the proved facts 
therein that the vouchers of payment was made to the 
workman against his signatures in the payment register 
maintained by the Bank of Baroda and the bank failed to 
adduce any evidence to explain the above said payments 
made on the basis of the vouchers and against his signature. 
It is also pertinent to mention that in this case High Court of 
Gujarat has also referred the Supreme Court decision 
rendered in P.N.B. Vs. Gulam Dastgir Case observing that 
the ratio laid down by the Apex Court in the said case was 
not applicable to the facts of the Bank of Baroda case Supra 
in the factual backgrounds of facts proved therein. 

11. The workman has thus claimed that he was 
employee of the bank being driver working on the vehicle 
provided to the Regional Manager, Shri R.C.Sharma and his 
services have been illegally terminated without notice and 
payment of compensation and notice pay in violation of the 
provisions contained in Section 25 of the I.D. Act and as 
such he has claimed reinstatement with full back wages. 

12. The bank denied the claim of the appellant that he 
was employed by it. It took a stand that he was not workman 
or employee of the bank. However, Regional Manager, Shri 
R.C.Sharma was allotted a car and he has an option to employ 
a driver to drive the car in case he was unable to do so and 
he was entitled to reimbursement of the wages paid to the 
driver employed on the car perquisites this there existed no 
relationship of employer and employee between the claimant 
workman and the workman was not under the control of the 
bank of did not perform duties in connection with the work 
of the bank through Shri R. C.Sharma, General Manager. 

13. Out of the above following facts stands proved on 
the basis of averments and evidence adduced by both the 
parties in this case :— 

(1) that Shri R.C. Sharma, Regional Manager of the 
respondent bank was allotted a car by the bank in 
connection with the work of the bank. 

(2) that the claimant worked as a driver on the said car. 

(3) that the wages paid to the workman were reimbursed 
to Shri R. C. Sharma, Regional Manager by the 
respondent bank and that on one occasion the 
workman got injured and the amount incurred 
towards his medical expenses were paid/reimbursed 
to said Shri R. C.Sharma General Manager. The 
question which arise for consideration in this case 
whether the claimant can be held to be workman of 
the respondent bank as he performed duties in 
connection with the work of the bank through Shri 
R. C. Sharma, General Manager. This question has 
been dealt with by the Supreme Court in the case 
captioned Punjab National Bank Vs. Gulam Dastgir 
wherein it was observed by the Supreme Court that 
it is not unusual for public sector industry or a 
nationalized banking institution to give allowances 
to its high level officers leaving it to them to engage 
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the services of drivers or others for fulfilling the needs 
for which the allowances are meant. In this view, we 
are clear that the award fails as it is unsupportable. 
We. therefore, reverse the award. 

14. The full bench decision of the Supreme Court in 
Bank of Baroda case supra is distinguishable on the factual 
back ground and proved facts therein. In the said case 
respondent failed to adduce any evidence. In the said case 
it was proved that the payment was made by the respondent 
bank and the payment register was also signed by the 
workman. Thus on this factual background the claimant/ 
workman held to be employee of the bank of Baroda. But in 
the instant case facts are distinguishable from the said Bank 
of Baroda case as the payment of wages paid to the driver 
were made to Regional Manager Shri R.C .Sharma by way of 
perks and the extracts of pages of attendance register 
allegedly maintained by the Bank were not proved i.e. to say 
that the workman failed to proved that the bank maintained 
any attendance register where he put his attendance or that 
he was in any way under the control of the Bank and 
performed any duties, functions in connection with the 
business of the bank except that he worked as a driver of the 
bank General Manager who was reimbursed the payment of 
wages made to the driver/workman by way of perks. The 
Division bench of Supreme Court in Ghulam Dastgir has 
taken judicial notice of the fact that the perks paid to the 
senior officers of the nationalized bank are usually provided 
allowances to engage service of drivers by way of perks. It 
is pertinent to refer to the observations made therein that “it 
is not unusual for public sector industry or a nationalized 
banking institution to give allowances to its high level officers 
leaving it to them to engage the services of drivers or others 
for fulfilling the needs for which the allowances are meant. 
In this view, we are clear that the award fails as it is 
unsupportable. We. therefore, reverse the award.” It is 
pertinent to mention here that the decision rendered by the 
Division Bench of the Supreme Court has not been overruled 
by the lull bench decision in the Bank of Baroda case supra 
and thus the ratio laid down therein still holds good in the 
absence of any proof that the claimant w as the workman 
and employee of the respondent and there is also no evidence 
that he was terminated by the respondent bank. His 
engagement came to an end with the superannuation of his 
employment General Manager The respondent bank is not 
under obligation to treat the claimant as its employee. There 
is also no material on record to show that respondent adopted 
any unfair labour practice. 

15. In view of the above discussions 1 am of the opinion 
that the workman is not the driver of the respondent 
Allahabad Bank. The claimant is not entitled to the relief 
claimed. The reference is thus answered. Award is 
accordingly passed. 

Dated 15-J 2-2006 

S. S. BAL. P re si dGg Officer 


^ 26 2006 

°F>T.3TT 119.— STfafWT, 1947 (1947 

"3ST 14 ) *JT7T 17 ^ SETTER 

TTRiTT*?. ^ alb: 

^ Id (TT^'4 TEeRT 44/2006) 
RRflt t, ‘aft TIEEE 26-12-2006 ^ UTET 
SRI 

[7t 14012/52/2003-^. ) ] 

fW, 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 119. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 44/2006) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kochi as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Garrison Engineer MES and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-l4012/52/2003-IR (DU)] 
SURF.NDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBl JNAIXTJM-IABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT: 

Shri P. L. Norbert, B. A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 11th day of December, 2006/ 

20th Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D. 44/2006 

(I. D. 18/2004 of Labour Court, Emakulam) 

Workman D. Anil Kumar 

Erazhamadam 
Pallana F.O. Alapuzha 

Management The Garrison Engineer, E/M 

Military Engineering Service, 
Naval Base Kochi -682004. 

Adv. Shri K.S. Dilip. 

AWARD * 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1 ) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is:— 

"Whether the contract awarded by the management 
of Garrison Engineer, E/M, Military Engineering 
Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin to M/s Chiloor Engineering Industries is sham? 
If so, whether the demand of Shri D. Anil Kumar, 
workman for regular absorption in the establishment 
of the Garrison Engineer, E/M, Military Engineering 
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Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin is justified? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?" 

2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned counsel for the worker reported that he had no 
instructions from the party. Name of worker was called and 
he was absent. In the circumstances it has to be presumed 
that there is no existing dispute. 

3. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
contract awarded by the management to M/s Chitoor 
Engineering Industries is genuine and the worker, Shri D. 
Anil Kumar is not entitled for regularization in the management 
establishment. M/s Garrison Engineers, E/M Military 
Engineering Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin. No cost. The award will take effect one month after 
its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 11th 
day of December, 2006. 

APPENDIX: NIL 

P. L. NORBERT, Presidng Officer 
APPENDIX: NIL 
M 26 f^TC, 2006 

•9FTT.3TT 120.-4*#!* STfafWl, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 4 *1TCT ]7 ^ tr^T. 

WTcft efr -mg ^ #3, SpfTO 

3 fife 4#l* ^ 

wp; ^ w Ttm 271 / 2000 ) 4 
t, 4 4 26-12-2006 ®TII 

[TT. T^f-22012/438/1 999-3 t£. m(4-Il)] 
3T5PT 't’HK TlW, IfF* 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 
S.O. 120. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 271/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Anncxure in the 
Industrial dispute between the management of SECL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. G22012/438/1999-IR (C-Il)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI^ 
CUM-LABOUR-COUKT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/271/2000 Date 07-12-2006 

Petitioner : Shri Shivanandan Sahu 
Party No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh (A1TUC), C/o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, PO. Balagi colliery, Dist. 
Korba(MP). 



Versus 

Respondent 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Party No.2 

Balagi Project, South Eastern Coal¬ 
fields Ltd., PO. Balagi Colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) 495 455. 


AWARD 


(Dated: 7th December 2006) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Shivanandan Sahu 
Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(AITUC), C/o SECL, Balaji Branch, PO. Balaji colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) Party No.l and The Sub Area Manager, SECL 
Balagi Project, South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., PO. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Party No. 2 referred the 
same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L- 
22012/438/99-IR (C-II) dL 05-09-2000 under clause (d) of sub 
Section (1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2 "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL in denying promotion to Shri Shivanandan 
Sahu, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05-12-1994, i.e. the date from which his 
junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. 
IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 today 
the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross- examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. 1 do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 
consideration period. There are no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. I 11 such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that the 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 07-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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Rf Rrrfl , 26 teRW, 2006 

cFT.3TT 121.—1947 (1947 
14) # qro 17 # fef, fe#Er tiwe rs. i. #. 
fe WTTT TT Tfete pH^'MchT 3TR TW T#nfe # tette, 
fe fiR'<i 3hfelPl<*> fEtete fe te#Er teWR SttfetPl'+j 3TElch< u l/?W 
WRTRR TPI^R # fetelT (Tfefe WIT 188/2000) # Mcblfeid 
TRtft t. off ^Ef WTR^rT 26-12-2006 «TTI 

[U T^f-22012/444/1999-3T^. 3TR(#-II)] 
srr w fete, tew stEw# 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 121 .— In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 188/2000) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the industrial 
dispute between the management of SECLand their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 26-12- 
2006. 

[No. L22012/444/1999-IR (C-lI)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFIC ER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSIRIALTRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/188/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 

Petitioner : Shri Niranjan Lakhra, 

Parly No. 1 Through Shri Rajesh Pandcy, Secretary, 

Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(A1TUC), C/o SECT. Balagi Branch, Po. 
Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 
Versus 

Respondent : The Sub Area Manager. 

Parly No.2 SECT, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi 

Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 7th December2006) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between SHRI NIRANJAN IA.KHRA, 
Through Shri Rajesh Pandey, Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 
Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), C/o SECL, Balaji Branch, Po. Balaji 
colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) Party No.l and THE SUB AREA 
MANAGER. SECL, SECL, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi Colliery, 
Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to thisTribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/444/ 
99-1R (( MI) Dt. 28-06-2000 under clause (d) of sub Section 
(1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act. 1047(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL. in denying promotion to Shri Niranjan Lakhra, 


in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which his junior, 
Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. IV is 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07/12/2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross-examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. I do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 
consideration period. There are no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that the 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 07-12-2006 

^ Er#, 26 few/ 2006 

122.—SffaEm, 1947 (1947 
14) # frRT 17 # 3T^WI fe‘ r f #. 

fe Elfe feWif J !4> Tf ##ET RWR #felPl4> 

'TFT^ # feteTT (tM WTT 187/2000) # ycblfvid i, fet 
fetefrqWFK# 26-12-2006 # TTRT 3TT «TT I 

[te. TTyl-22012/448/1999-3TTI m (#-11)] 
3TTT fete, OT7 
New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 122. — In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 187/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECLand their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/448/1999-IR (C II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/I87/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 


Petitioner 

: Shri Dinesh Singh, 

Party No. 1 

Through Shri Rajesh Pandey, Secretary, 
Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
[AITUC], C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, Po. 
Balagi Colliery, Dist Korba [MP] 495455. 


Versus 

Respondent 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Party No.2 

: SECL, Balagi Project, PO. Balagi Colliery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] 495 455. 


AWARD 


Dated: 7th December 2006 


1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Dinesh Singh, Through 
Shri Rajesh Pandey, Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
Sangh [AITUC], C/o SECT, Balaji Branch, Po. Balaji Colliery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] Party No.l and THE SUB AREA 
MANAGER, SECL, SECL, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi ColUery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] 495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 
L-22012/448/99-IR (C-II) Dt. 23-06-2000 under clause (d) of 
sub Section (1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Dinesh Singh, 
in Cat. IV, w.e.f.05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which his junior, 
Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. IV is 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 today 
the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-4-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross- examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. I do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 


consideration period. There are no reason also tor keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstance- the petition is disposed ot 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that the 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 

26 Put MI, 2006 

^T.37T, 123.—SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
ef>T 14) ^ tflTT 17 TOTH rit. 

-starccrir 'sro M'Wf afri ^ #3, 

•sppp 4’ fririK 4 TOTT7 3iWlPl**> 

sifatTOT,( tM ttot 17/2004) ^ 

t, ^ ^ 26-12-2006 3JTHT ^ m 

[U t^l-22012/92/2003-3^ 3TTC 0*fa?HI)] 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 123. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Ballarpur 
sub Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/92/2003-IR (CM-11)] 
AJAY KUMAR, GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/17/2004 DATE: 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 

: Shri Vikas Lahaun 

Duryodhan 

Party No. 1 

Through Shri Nandlal Varma, 
President, Rashtriya Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh, Balarpur Colliery, 
New Miners Qrt. 79/2, Po. &Tah. 
Ballarpur, Chandrapur (M.S.) 


VERSUS 

Respondent 
Party No. 2 

: The Sub Area Manager, Ballarpur 
Sub Area of Western Coalfields 
Limited Post & Tah. Ballarpur, Dist. 
Chandrapur, Chandrapur (M.S.) 
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AWARD 

Dated : 11th December, 2006 

J. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Vikas Lahanu 
Duryodhan, Through Shri Nandlal Varma, President, 
Rashlriya Kovla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, Ballarpur 
Colliery, New Miners Qrl. 79/2, Po. & Tah. Ballarpur, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Party No. 1 and The Sub Area Manager, 
Ballarpur Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited Post & 
Tah. Balarpur, Dist. Chandrapur, Chandrapur (M.S.) Party 
No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Letter No. L-22012/92/2003-1R (CM-II) Dt. 
30-01-2004 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub¬ 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14of 1947)with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in 
Ballarpur Colliery 3 & 4 pits of was in dismissing from 
service Shri Vikas Lahanu Duryodhan, General Mazdoor 
vide office Order No. WCL/BA/BC/22/Area/L7L dated 
20-04-1999 is legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filing of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed oi lor the default of the petitioner. It stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated :ll-12-2006 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
T? 26 2006 

^T.3TT. 124,—AWlfUT fc|cj|< 1947 ( ! 947 

14 ) 17 ^ 

A fan A TTcTK AltilPlT 

T W (7TT4 59/2004 ) 

^ TTrfl t. ^TT =£^>4 73WT ^ 26-12-2006 

W<\ ^3TT 

[A. WT-220! 2/245/20033TK (Afarf n)] 
3TSP7 -STflT^Kt 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 124.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 


Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 59 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22() 12/245/2(XJ3-IR(CM-II)) 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIXTJM-IABOl RCOURT, NAGPUR 
CASE NO. NGP/59/2004 DATE: 08-12-2006 

Petitioner : Shri R. amath, through 

Party No. 1 Secretary, Bhartiva Koyla Khadan 

Mazdoor Sangh (BMS) Vishwakarma 
Bhawan, Post Parasia, Chhindwara. 

Versus 

Respondent : The General Manager, 

Party No. 2 Western Coalfields Limited. Kautan 

Area, Post Dungaria. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

Dated : 8th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri R. Kamalh, Through 
Secretary, Bhartiya Koyla Mazdoor Sangh [BMS) 
Vishwakarma Bhawan, Post parasia, Chhindwara Parly No. 
1 and The General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, Chhindwara party No. 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
Letter No. L-22012/245/2003-IR (CM-IJ) Dt. 13-05-2(X)4 under 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi, 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Laxmi Prasad 
Kalpre, in Cat. IV, w.e.f, 05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat. IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 08-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side or from the 
management is present. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the court on behalf of the petitioner 
right from the receipt of the Award. The notices were 
issued to both the parties, still nobody is appearing in the 
court. Even the Statement of Claim is not filed by the 
petitioner. There are no reasons to keep the dispute 
pending for filling of the Statement of Claim of the 
petitioner. Though more than a year has been elapsed. 
Hence it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its 
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stands as dismissed and the dispute is answered in the 
negative, that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as 
claimed by him. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 08-12-2006 

Rf 26 2006 

W.3TT 125.—4*313 1947 (1947 

33 14) 34 3RT 17 ^ 3T^TF1 4, TR37R 

TT&, is F3333 #*73 M*i3>T 44 *333/ 4)4«bi<T 3/ #3, 

31333 4 sMfe f33K 4 tr3tt 3rt?nfw 
3Tfa3W3FI wp: ^ W (4^4 TO 14/2004) 

34 -g^Tfym wt t, ^ TR3TR 3lt 26-12-2006 34 

31TF1 |OTT 31 I 

[4. R^-22012/52/2003-3flt 31R.(4)RR-ii)] 
•3i^R 37RR 4te, arfwnfl 
New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 
S.O. 125. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 14/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Ltd., and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/52/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/14/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Sheikh Nabi S/o 
Shri Sheikh Mohd. 

Village-Damua No. 8 PO Damua 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

W.C. Ltd.. Kanhan Area, 

Post Dungaria, Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated :11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Shiekh Nabi S/o Sh. 
Sheikh Mohd., Village-Damua No. 8. PO Damua, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara, Party No. 1 and The Chief 
General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited Kanhan 
Area, Post Dungaria, Chhindwara Party No. 2 referred the 
same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 
L-22012/52/2003-IR (CM-II) Dated 03-02-2004 under clause 


(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
Schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Nandan 
Mine No. 1, Nandan Colliery of W.C.L. Post Office Nandan. 
Dist. Chhindwara in terminating the services of Sh. Shekh 
Nabi S/o Shekh Mohd. Pumper of Nandan Mine w.e.f. 
11-05-2001 is legal and justified? If not to whai relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the ease is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
management today only filed the written statement though 
the petitioner has not filed any Statement of Claim. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. It stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled fo: any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

A.N. YADAV. Presiding Officer 

Dated: 11-12-2006 

3? 26 2006 

cFT.3TT. 126.—3flrilfd4- f33T^ 3rfRfwi,194/(194 7 
371 14 ) ^4 «fRI 17 37 3TJ7TC r T 4, 37^T3 TR37R 4t. 

TIFT. 37 33333 <£ 7135 fddMdri 3?fc 33T *4+lO' 37 #3, 

3FJ33 4 3jWlPl=b f33T3 4' 3jWlfi!3> 

3lf337R3//3R -4!4I04, 37 T3H (Tl44• 717s3T 

200/2002) 34 ychlfifld 377 t4 4. 3^ TtnFTR 3Ti 

26-12-2006 34 W3 f3R 3TI 

[ 4. RRT-22012/234/200! -3TTS 3TR (4TRR 11) ] 
7433 qVg, rsR37 .^ipFRT 

New Delhi, the 26th December. 2006 

S.O. 126. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1047). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 200 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial I : Tunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Nagpur as shown in the Annexinv. in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Ltd., and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 26- i 2-2006. 

[No. L-22i)l2/254/gnril IRi('M-ll »j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR.- Desk OH-o r 


35 Gl/2007—15 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/200/2002 Date: 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Ashok Babuial 
Meshram 

R/o Ramgad Kamptee,Teh. Kamptee, 
Dist. Nagpur. 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur 
Area, Jaripatka, Nagpur. 

AWARD 


Dated : 11th December, 2006 

1 . The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Ashok Babuial 
Meshram, R/o Ramgad Kamptee, Teh. Kamptee, Distt. 
Nagpur Party No. 1 and The General Manager, Western 
Coalfields Limited, Nagpur Area, Jaripatka, Nagpur Party 
No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Letter No. L-22012/234/2001-IR (CM-II) Dt. 
06-09-2002 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
(14 of 1947) with the following Schedule. 


Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 11-12-2006 

26 RHMt, 2006 

'ZR.Stt 127, —STf^iWT, 1947 (1947 
14) *IKT 17 #. 

^TFT^ ^ TT^TT 78/2004) ^ H«wf*Ki 

f, 26-12-2006 Tl 1T3TT «UI 

[Tt. P^t-22012/339/2003-37 t£ 3tK.0*frl7MI)] 
3P5RT 7 fe, ^7^7 SlftRFRt 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 127 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 78/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Rajpur Sub- 
Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/339/2003-1R(CM-I I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Western Coalfields Limited, through its sub-area Manager, 
Walni Mines, Teh. Saoner, Dist. Nagpur in dismissing the 
services of Sh. Ashok Babuial Meshram w.e.f. 17-12-2000 
is proper, legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR-COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/78/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. 
However, the counsel for the management is present. He 
appeared intermediately, similarly the petitioner was also 
present on 22-06-2006. However he did not appear on the 
subsequent dates and filed a Statement of Claim. Today 
the dispute was fixed for filling of the Statement of Claim. 
In fact the claim is filed and received this court in the year 
2003. More than 3 years are elapsed but the petitioner did 
not file Statement of Claim. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the court on behalf of the petitioner 
right from the receipt of the dispute. The notices were 
issued to both the parties on 19-02-2003, still nobody is 
appearing in the court. Even the Statement of Claim is not 
filed by the petitioner till today. There are no reasons to 
keep the dispute pending for filing of the Statement of 
Claim of the petitioner. Hence, it is disposed of for the 
default of the petitioner. It stands as dismissed and the 
dispute is answered in the negative, that the petitioner is 
not entitled for any relief as claimed by him. 


Petitioner 

Party No. 1 

: Shri Sharifuddin Bakriddin, 

Through Shri Vasant Patil, Secretary 
Lai Zanda Coal Mines Mazdoor 
Union [CITU], Br. Rajpur Sub-Area. 
R/o. & PO. Rajpur, Teh. Wani, Dist. 
Yavatmal, Yavatmal [M.S.] 


Versus 

Respondent 
Party No. 2 

: The Sub-Area-Manager, 

Rajur Sub Area of Western 
Coalfields Limited. PO. Rajur. Teh. 
Wani, Dist. Yavatmal, Yavatmal 
j M.S. ] 

AWARD 


Dated : 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Shariluddin Bakruddin, 
through Shri Vasant Patil. Secretary, Lai Zanda Coal Mines. 
Mazdoor Union (CITU), Br. Rajur Sub Area, R/o & HO. 
Yavatmal Rajur. Teh. Wani, Dist. Yavatmal, (M.S.) Party 
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No. 1 and The Sub Area Manager, Rajur Sub Area of 
Western Coalfields Limited, P.O. Rajur, Tah. Wani, Dist. 
Yavatmal, Yavatmal [M.S.] party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
339/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 17-08-2004 under clause (d) of sub 
Section (1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act, [14 of 1947] with the following Schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Rajur Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited in denying 
the group wages and allowance to Sh. Sharifuddin 
Backruddin and 18 others loaders [list enclosed] w.e.f. 
December 1999 is legal and justified? If not to what relief 
they are entitled to?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. It stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated : 11 -12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 


^ farvft, 26 2006 

^r.3TT.128.-~1947 (1947 
14) *1RT 17 

^ 64/2004) 

“FTcft t, 26-12-2006 ^TrRTf37T «m 

[U TTef-22012/336/2003-31Tf. 

<^HI< 7 fte, -5^4) 3Tfil^TRt 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 128.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 64/ 
2004) of the Centra) Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Ltd., of Kanhan Area and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/336/2003-1R (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CG1T-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 


Case No. NGP/64/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


: Shri Vijay Kumar S/o 
Shri Ramgopal, 

A-Type Quarter, Miners, Old 
Damua, Post Damua, 

Dist. Chhindwara, Chhindwara. 

Versus 

: The General Manager 

Western Coalfields Limited of 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated : 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Vijaykumar Ramgopal, 
A-Type Quarter, Miners, Old Damua, Post Damua, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and The General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited , Kanhan Area, 
post Dungaria, Dist. Chlindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
Letter No. L-22012/336/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 29-06-2004 under 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Western Coalfields Limited, in terminating the service of 
Shri Vijay Kumar, Tub-Loader w.e.f. 18-10-2001 is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to ?” 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is no! entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated : 11-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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M 26 faWC 2006 

gsr.aiT. 129.—aft^APlch STffTpTFF, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 129. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 22/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited of Kanhan Area, and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 


[No. L-220.12/51/2003- IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/22/2004 Date : H-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Mehtab S/o 
Shri Lalman Katiya 
Sakin, Damua Than Damn, 
Tah. Jamai, Dist. Chhindwara, 
Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The General Manager 
Western Coalfields Limited of 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated : 13 th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Mehtab S/o Shri Lalman 
Katiya Sakin, Damua Thana Damu, Tah. Jamai, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and The General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited , Kanhan Area, 
post Dungaria, Chhindwara Party No. 2 referred the same 
for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 1,-22012/ 
51/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 30-01-2004 under clause (d) of sub 
section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section .10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Nandan 
Mine No. 2, Kanhan Area Dist. Chhindwara. M.P. in 
dismissing services of Shri Mehtab S/o Lalman, Shocktman 


of Nandan Mine No. 2 w.e.f. 12-09-1994 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to T' 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim ol 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. I he 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated : 11-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

26 14RHC 2006 

W.3TT. 130.~3lVlPl4> 1947 (1947 

14) ^ «nn 17 ^ 4', 47^1^ *h=hk m 

^<5 Piqlvu^f sfft 3dob e h4 0 hKl 4l d, 
F -BMfw ferarc F FTTOR 'iTMlfW 

^ FW (fMfRsFT 18/2004) RF 
Wf t, ^rr RF 26-12-2006 RF FTFT ^3TT ^Ti 

[FI. TTyT-22012/54/2003-31^31F(^F-11)] 
3DPI ^TFR Fte, ^F47 3Tf*74FF 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 130. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 18/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Tabour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited of Kanhan Area, and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/54/2003-1R (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/18/2004 Date: 11-12-2006 

Petitioner : SHRI C.P. Pathak, Through the General 
Party No. 1 : Secretary, MPKKMP [HMS], PO. 

Junnardeo, Dist. Chinndwara, 

Chhindwara. 

Versus 


V 
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Respondent : THE GENERAL MANAGER, 

Party No. 2 Western Coalfields Limited of 

Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, 

Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

Dated: 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri C. P. Pathak, Through 
the General Secretary, MPKKMP [HMS], P.O. Junnardeo, 
Dist. Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and The General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, Kanhan Area, Post 
Dungaria, Chhindwara Party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
54/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 30-1-2004 under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A)of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act,1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the General Manager of 
Kanhan Area of W.C.L, Post Office Dungaria, Dist. 
Chhindwara, M.P. in not making the injury payment to Sh. 
Chandrika Prasad Pathak S/o. Ram Dayal Pathak work 
supervisor (Civil) from 10-9-1995 to 9-2-1996 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 


New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 131. — In pursuance of Section 17 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rei. No. 290/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/442/1999-1R (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/290/2000 Date : 7-12-2006 

Petitioner : SHRI LAXMI PRASAD KALPRF, 

Party No. 1 Through Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh [A1TUC], C/o SECL. 
Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba(MP)495 455. 

Versus 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-9-2005, still nobody is appearing in the Court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filing of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 11-12-2006 

M 26 2006 

■^T.37T. 1947 (1947 

14) VKT 17 SPJFRVT RR. $ 
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Respondent : THE SUB AREA MANAGER. 

Party No. 2 SECL, Balagi Project. P.O. Balagi 

Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 

AWARD 

Dated : 7th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Laxmi Prasad Kalpre, 
Through, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), C/'o 
SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 
Party No. 1 and The sub Area Manager, SECL. Balagi 
Project, PO. Balagi Colliery 7 , Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Parly 
No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Letter No. L-22012/442/99-IR(C-II) Di. 
20-9-2000 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Laxmi Prasad 
Kalpre, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 5-12-1999 i.e. the dale from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat.-IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled?”. 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for cross-examination of the 
workman nobody either on petitioner side or from the 
management is present. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the Court on behalf ol the 
petitioner right from 2002 and most precisely from 
29-4-2002. On that day the representative of the management 
was present for cross-examining the Petitioner. However, 
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Ihe petitioner was absent and the case was adjourned for 
the corss-examination of the petitioner himself. Later on 
the Petitioner never turned to the Court and the case 
continued for cross-examination of the petitioner right from 
April 2002. The counsel for the respondent occasionally 
appeared today he was present, but the Petitioner did not 
attend the Court and offered himself for the cross- 
examination. Thus it is pending for the cross-examination 
for more than 4 years. I do not think it proper to continue 
for the same purpose even after lapse of the consideration 
period. There are no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the-parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that 
the action of the management is proper and the petitioner 
is not entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 

. 26 RRRR7, 2006 

W.3TT. 132.—sMfw fms. 3TfafRRR, 1947 (1947 
RR 14) RTR 17 ^ 3^004 R, <£^4 R06K TOT i 7T\. 
RyT. ^ TRRcTR RT RRRt 44<6Kf ^ 

r r rrftt 
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RRcft t. Rf R7R7R RR 26-12-2006 RR RFR 1T3R «TTI 

[RL TTcT-22012/437/1999-3TTf 3TE(Rt-II)] 
3RRR 4TRK Rfe, srferd 
New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 132 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.262/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employer in relation to the 
management of SECT and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/437/1999-IR (C-1I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 

CGfl-ClJM-IABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/262/2000 

Date: 7-12-2006 

Petitioner : SHRI NARENDRA KUMAR RATHOR, 
Party No. 1 Through Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 
Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), C7o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455. 


[Pa ky II—Skc. 3(ii)] 

Versus 

Respondent : The Sub Area Manager 
Party No. 2 SECL, Balagi Project, P.O. Balagi 

Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 

AWARD 

Dated 7th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Narendra Kumar Rathor, 
Through, Secretary Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(AITUC), C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balai Colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) Party No. 1 and THE SUB AREA MANAGER, 
SECL, Balagi Project, PO. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 
495 455 Party No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/437/99-IR(C-Il) 
Dt. 5-9-2000 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Narendra Kumar 
Rathor, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 5-12-1999 i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat.-IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 7-12-2006 today 
the case is fixed for cross-examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management 
is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the Court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-4-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the corss- 
examination of the petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for cross- 
examination of the petitioner right from April, 2002. The 
counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared today 
he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the Court 
and offered himself for the cross-examination. Thus it is 
pending for the cross-examination for more than 4 years. I 
do not think it proper to continue for the same purpose 
even after lapse of the consideration period. There are no 
reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as the 
parties are not taking any interest. In such circumstances 
the petition is disposed of for default of the petitioner. Us 
stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. Hence the 
dispute is answered that the action of the management is 
proper and the petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 

^ tRcrft, 26 2006 

W.3TT. 133.-^iPl* 3TfafRRR, 1947 (1947 

RR 14) off) 17^ STJRRR R, R7RRT RR.iRt.T^. 
=£ TRRdR Rt RTR5 fRRTRRR 3TR 44=610 ^ 





R PhR^ 3f|ej]p!4> "4* <£'sO i l *K4>I< 3iWlPl=ti 

■3#-TOTO, RFTJ3 fa TO (*M WIi 289/2000) fat Wilfrid 

26-12-2006 ^3fF<TI37T 8TT I 

[31. 1^-22012/439/1999-31^ 3TT3 (3ft-II)] 
3R5RT ^TpTR '*fte l 3TftTORt 
New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 133. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 289/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SECL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/439/1999-IR (C-1I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. Y ADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR. 


is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the cross- 
examination of the petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for 
cross-examination of the petitioner right from April 2002. 
The counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared 
today he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the 
court and offered himself for the cross-examination. Thus 
it is pending for the cross-examination for more than 4 
years. I do not think it proper to continue for the same 
purpose even after lapse of the consideraiion period. There 
are no reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as 
the parties are not taking any interest. In such 
circumstances the petition is disposed of for default of the 
petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. 
Hence the dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. * 

Hence this award. 


Case No. NGP/289/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 

Petitioner SHRI M1LAP RAM, 

Party No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], C/o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, Po. Balagi colliery, Dist. 
Korba [MP]. 

Versus 

Respondent THE SUB AREA MANAGER, SECL, 

Party No.2 Balagi Project, Po. Balagi Colliery, Dist. 
Korba [MP] 495 455. 

AWARD 

[Dated: 7th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between SHRI MILAP RAM Through 
the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], 
C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, Po. Balagi colliery, Dist.-Korba 
| MP] Party-No. 1 and THE SUB AREA MANAGER, SECL, 
Balagi Project, Po. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba [MP] 
495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/439/99 IR (C-II) 
Dt. 20-09-2000 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) and sub 
Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
[ ]4 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project. SECL. in denying promotion to Shri Milap Ram 
Kewat, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05-12-1994, i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat. IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled 7". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the managenu . 


Dated: 07-12-2006 A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

fa 26 , 2006 

^T.3TT. 134.-3lWtfW fa&K 3lfaf^Rl, 1947 (1947 
14)^*TTTT 17 ^ 3^W)1 3, T7T.7ft.7Tt.lTcT. 

fa TTOTT fa 3ffc <*4<4 >kT fa #3, 

3 fa 3 fafafa tttttk 3flalPi+ 
3lfa«f77"T, ^ WIT 75/2006) fa y+lfeld 

26-12-2006 *TT I 

[7T. TyrT-22013/1/2006-311^ 3TR (Tft-11) ] 
3M4 ‘its, 3lf£TOT7t 
New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 134. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
75/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. SCCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22013/1/2006-IR (C-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
IN THE IjOK ADALAT 

( For settlement of cases relating to CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court at Hyderabad under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

Tuesday the Fifth day of December, 

Two Thousand and Six 
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PRESENT: 

1. Sri K. Ashok Babu, District Judge, : Presiding 
Officer 

2. Sri A. K. Jayaprakasha Rao, Advocate : Member 
(Constituted U/s 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the 

APSLSA Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt.22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No.LCID No.75/2006 
PI AC 25/2006 

(on the file of CGIT-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad) 
Between: 

Katta Ravinder, S/o Anandham, E.No.2358687 

C/'o A.Sarojana, Advocate, Flat No.G-7, Rajeswari 
Gayatri Sadan, Opp:Badruka College, Kachiguda, 
Hyderabad. Applicant 

And 

1. The General Manager, M/s S.CCo.Ltd., Srirampur 
Area, Srirampur, Adilabad Dist. 

2. The Colliery Manager/SOM, RKNT Incline, M/s 

S.C.Co.Ltd., Srirampur, Adilabajj Dist. Respondents 

This case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
5-12-2006 for settlement in the presence of the applicant 
appearing in person/represented by his counsel, 
Sri K. Vasudeva Reddy, Adv. and the Respondent too, being 
present in person/represented by his counsel, Sri 
Advocate,on a perusal of the case record, after considering 
and hearing the case of both sides and with the consent of 
both sides, the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following 
settlement and delivered the following : 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE USA. ACT. 

1987 

The Petitioner and the concerned workman Sri Katta 
Ravinder, S/o Anandham, E.No.2358687, having agreed to 
the detailed proposals of the Management [Clauses (a) to 
(g)]. the contents of which are read over and explained to 
him in his language and agreed by him by signing the 
proposal sheet (enclosed to the Award), the Respondent 
is directed to take him back to duty forthwith as, Badli Coal 
f iller afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. 

In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed there signature/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 

Signature of Applicant(s) Signature of Respondent(s) 
Signature of Counsel for Applicant(s) 

Signature of Counsel for 
Respondent(s) 

Signature of Members of the Bench. 

1 . 2 . 

Note: 1 his Award is final and binding on all the parties 
and no appeal shall lie to any court as per Sec. 2.1(2) of the 
LSA Ac I. 1987. 


[Part II—SEc.3(ii)] 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAI/miBUNAIA/UM- IABOURCOURT, 
HYDERABAD. 

LCID NO. 75/06 
Proposals of the management: 

In order to have speedy and effective settlement of 
the cases before the Hon'ble Tribunal, Management of 
Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd. agrees to put forth the following 
proposals: 

(a) Absenteeism cases pending before Tribunal as fresh 
appointment as Badli Coal Filler without back wages 
and continuity of service subject to medical fitness 
by Company Medical Board. 

(b) At least 100 musters in any of the two years of the 
preceding 5 years of the dismissal. 

(c) Absenteeism apart from pending cases will be 
considered only for such other cases provided 
dismissal is on or after 1-6-2006. Cases not filed as 
on 31-5-2006 will not be treated for consideration on 
the ground of judicial precedents. 

(d) Irrespective of designations appointment will be as 
BCF afresh on coal filling where coal filling is available 
and need not be the same place where the workman 
was last employed. 

(e) The observation of one year with minimum 
mandatory 20 musters every month and review every 
three months on coal filling only is absolutely 
essential. In the event of any short fall of attendance 
during the 3 months period, the services will be 
terminated without any further notice and enquiry. 

(f) Any forced absenteeism on account of mine 
accidents/natural disease, treatment taken at 
Company's Hospitals will be deemed as attendance 
during the trial period. 

(g) All other usual terms and conditions of appointment 
will be applicable i.e. transfer, hours of work, days of 
rest, holidays etc., for appointment afresh. 

The Hon'ble Members may kindly take note of the 
above and pass consent award under Section 21 of LSA 
Act 1987. 

DGM (LAW) HYD 

M 26 2006 

W.3TT. 135.-3fojtfl|cb 1947 (1947 

14) mt *JKT 17 ^ 

^ mrrm m 7W 3m mrm m 

3Fpm 3 sftenfmF R mrm afrarfmF 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 135. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award 
(Ref. No. 277/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SECL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/447/99-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-IABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/277/2000 Date 07/12/2006 

Petitioner Shri Rajaram, s/o Lalj i Sidar 

Parly No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], Cl o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, Po. Balaji colliery, Distt. 
Korba [MP], 

Versus 

Respondent The Sub Area Manager SECL, 

Party No.2 Balagi Project, Po. Balaji Colliery, Distt. 

Korba [MP] 495 455. 

AWARD 

[Dated: 7th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Rajaram s/o Lalji Sidar, 
Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
| AITUC], C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi Colliery, 
Distt. Korba [MP] Parly No.-1 and The Sub Area Manager, 
SECL, Balagi Project, P.O. Balagi Colliery, Distt. Korba [MP] 
495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/447/99-IR (C-II) 
Dtd. 19/09/2000 under clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
[ 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Raja Ram Sidar, 
in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05/12/1994, i.e. the date from which his 
junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in 
Cal. IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07 / 12/2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management 
is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29/04/2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the cross¬ 


examination of the petitioner himself. I .ater on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for 
cross-examination of the petitioner right from April 2002. 
The counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared 
today he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the 
court and offered himself lor the cross-examination. Thus 
it is pending for the cross-examination lor more than 4 
years. I do not think it proper to continue for the same 
purpose even after lapse of the consideration period. There 
are no reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as 
the parties are not taking any interest. In such 
circumstances the petition is disposed of for default of the 
petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. 
Hence the dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 07/12/2006 A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

4 29 f^TESR, 2006 

^T.3TT. 136.-3TteflfFEf^F 3#jfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) 4 VRI 17 ^ -R, TFfcf EETE EF 
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*TT I 

[U T$?M2012/141/98-3nf 3TR (4-II)] 

3FFT 3vRT7, tET STferft 

New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O, 136.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award 
(Ref. No. 27/1999) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, New Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Slate Bank of 
India and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-12-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/141/98-lR(B-l)| 
AJAY KUMAR . Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT - II, NEW DEI 111 

Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai. I.D. No.27 1999 
IN THE MATTER OF:- 

Shri Bijender Kumar, 

S/o. Shri Kirt Ram, 

R/o. 96/1 Peer Baba Road, 

Jawahar Nagar, Jagadari Workshop. 

Yamuna Nagar - 135 001. 


35 G1/2007—16 
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Versus 

1. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Alum, Distt: Muzaffamagar. 

2 The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Regional Office Garh Road, Meerut (UP). 

3. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Head Office Sansad Marg, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter NO.L-12012/141/ 
98/IR (B-l) Central Government dtd. 31-12-1998 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:- 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, Alam, District: Muzaffamagar in terminating 
the services of Shri Bijender Kumar, Ex. Mesenger/ 
General labour w.e.f. 25-4-1997 is just, fair and legal? 
If not, what relief he is entitled to.” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. It 
has been stated therein that the workman was engaged by 
respondent No.l on a regular post of Messenger and 
General Peon and he has discharged his duties up to 
14-4-1997 regularly without any interruption and break. 

That the claimant besides performing the duties of 
messenger was engaged for the duties outside the bank 
premises and sometimes in the absence of clerk he was 
asked to do the job of clerk. 

That the management paid him Rs. 500 per month. 
This money was paid by the management to the workman. 
That the claimant complained verbally and in writing several 
times for making payment as per the rules but respondent 
No.l did not pay any heed to his requests. 

That the claimant performed his duties to the entire 
satisfaction of the management and there was no occasion 
for any complaint. 

That as per the agreement between the All India State 
Bank Federation and the management of SBI it has been 
agreed that every daily wagers who has performed duties 
for more than 30 days will be called for interview and he 
would be regularized considering his period of engagement 
in between 1-7-1975 to 4-8-1991. 

That the claimant sent application in proper proforma 
for his engagement on regular basis but no action was 
taken. That the claimant has worked regularly for 6 years 
under the control and supervision of the defendant No.l at 
the post of messenger but defendant No.l deliberately did 
not pay h m wages as per the rules and treated him as 
canteen boy. 

That the applications of the workman for regular 
appointment have not been considered by the management 


{Part II—Sic. 3(ii)] 

and he has not been called for interview and his name has 
not been included in the panel of casual employees. 

That no charge sheet was issued to the workman 
and payment has not been made to him as per the rules. 
That the management has acted in violation of ID Act, 
1947. So the termination of the workman is absolutely illegal. 

That the post on which the workman worked is still 
existing and several employees have been taken on that 
post. That the workman tried his best to get him enrolled 
but the management did not take any action. He was 
mentally tortured. He is unemployed and not in a position 
to maintain his family. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the applicant was 
only a Tea Boy, who took up the job of running the canteen 
at Alum Branch, State Bank of India, Qistt. Muzaffamagar 
from May, 1991 to April, 1997. He was never employed by 
the bank on a job of messenger or clerk or in any other 
capacity by the State Bank of India as a workman or in any 
other capacity. The applicant is, therefore, not a workman 
as defined in Section 2 (s) of the ID Act. 1947 and the 
present order of reference is invalid and incompetent and 
the present dispute is not an industrial dispute. 

That Shri Bijender Kumar was only a Tea Boy who 
had taken up the job of running the canteen at the Alum 
Branch of SBI. Still, the Central Government, without there 
being any conclusive material before, it has assumed in the 
order of reference that the referred applicant, Shri Bijender 
Kumar was our employee as ex-messenger/gencral labour 
and the SBI, Alum, Dist. Muzaffamagar had terminated his 
services w.e.f. 25-4-1997. The reference has been made 
without any application of mind and without referring to 
the real dispute between the parties as to whether there 
existed any kind of relationship of master and servant 
between the SBI and Shri Bijender Kumar. Since the dispute 
has been referred mechanically and the real dispute has 
not been referred, the order of reference is void and bad in 
law. 

The referred applicant used to prepare and serve tea 
to the staff at the Branch and pocketed the profits of the 
canteen himself. The role of the bank in this regard, can, at 
best, be termed as providing an incentive to any person to 
take up the work of operating a canteen on profit basis. 
There is, therefore, no question of the bank engaging the 
applicant as a messenger/general labour either on 
permanent basis or even on casual basis. 

That it is categorically denied that the applicant ever 
worked either as a messenger or a clerk on the duties 
assigned by the bank. The entire allegations is cooked up 
and fabricated with ulterior motive. The referred applicant 
is put to strict proof of the allegation made in this para. It is 
further submitted that the management engages the services 
of all persons on casual basis for job of a runner boy or a 
labour as and when required and for that purpose are free 
to engage the services of even a Tea Boy but firstly, this 
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has to be done following the rules in existence for this 
purpose. From the records, it is absolutely clear that the 
management has not engaged the referred applicant as a 
casual messenger. There is no question of engaging the 
services of a Tea Boy as a clerk. 

That it is denied that the applicant continued to work 
as messenger for six years, the same are absolutely false 
and baseless hence denied. It is reiterated that the applicant 
had only taken up the job of running the canteen and for 
this purpose, the bank was only providing subsidy @ 
Rs.500 per month to the L1C. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workman filed affidavit on 21-09-2005. The case was posted 
for the cross of the workman on 17-11 -2005 but the workman 
was not present. It was again posted for cross of the 
workman on 21-12-2005. Adjournment was sought by the 
workman. On 02.01.2006 the workman was not present. On 
18-05-2006 the workman sought adjournment. On 11 th July, 
2006 the evidence of the workman was taken and the case 
was posted for further evidence from the side of the 
workman. The workman was not present on 15-11-2006, 
27-11-2006, 06-12-2006. His evidence was closed and 
argument was heard from the side of the management. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman was only a Tea Boy. He took the job of 
running the canteen at Alum Branch, BI, Muzaffarnagar 
irom May, 1991 to April, 1997. He was never employed at 
the job of messenger or clerk or in any other capacity by 
the bank. He is not a workman u/s 2 (s) of the ID Act, 1947. 
1 le was only a Tea Boy. He was employed for canteen. The 
canteen is not a statutory canteen and the management 
has no obligation to run canteen. The workman was not 
even a casual labour of the bank. 

The workman has admitted that he was paid Rs.500 
and some subsidy was made for running the canteen. The 
salary paid to the workman indicates that he was not even 
a casual labour. He has not filed any paper regarding salary 
paid to him. He has filed papers of some receipts received 
by him. He was a canteen boy, so he may have been paid 
some amount to meet the expenses of the canteen. 

The workman has admitted in his cross examination 
that he has not filed any proof of work for 240 days in the 
year of his working. 

In view of the above it is clear admission of the 
workman that he has not filed any documentary proof to 
show that he has worked for 240 days. Section 25 - F of the 
ID Act, 1947 is not attracted. He was not entitled to 
retrenchment compensation and pay in lieu of notice. He is 
also not entitled to reinstatement. 


The reference is replied thus: - 

The action of the management of State Bank of India, 
Alam, District: Muzaffarnagar in terminating the services 
of Shri Bijender Kumar, Ex. Mesenger/General labour w.e.f. 
25-04-1997 is just, fair and legal. The workman applicant is 
not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Dated: 20-12-2006 R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^f^#,29 ftSWR, 2006 
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[U t^- 12012/39/04-3TT£ SIR («ft-i)] 
3T3R ^RR, t&f; atffcRnft 
New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O. 137.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 40/05) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Tamilnad Mercantile Bank Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was recieved by the Central Government 
on 28-12-2006. 


[No. L-l 2012/39/04-IR (B-I)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TOE CENTRAL GO VERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCUM -LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 


Dated 6th December. 2006 

PRESENT 


Shri A.R. Sidiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No.40/2005 


I PARTY 

ShriV.S. Badal, 

Plot No.80, Deva Nagar, 
Old Jewargi Road, 
Karnataka State, 
Gulbarga -585102 


IIPAR1T 

The General Manager 
(Personnel Department), 
Tamilnad Mercantile 
Bank Lid.. 

Head Office, 57, Vc Road, 
Toothkudi, Tamilnadu, 
Toolhukudi-628902 
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APPEARANCES 

1st Party : Shri K.B. Narayanaswamy, Advocate. 

2nd Party : Shri R.G. Halesha, Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conlerred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order. No. L-12012/39/2004-1R (B-l) dated 1st 
September 2005 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Tamilnadu 
Mercantile Bank Ltd., in relieving from the Bank’s Services 
Shri V.S. Badal w.e.f the date of his resignation i.e. 8-6-2002 
alter conducting a departmental enquiry is just, fair and 
legal? If not, to what relief he is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

2. The case of the first parly workman as made out in 
the claim statement, briefly, stated is that he joined the 
services of the management on 28-11-1984 as a Clerk-Cum- 
Cashier and served in different branches of the management 
during his tenure in the bank; that while working in Gulbarga 
branch he had to be on leave from 13-5-2002 to 02-06-2002 
on medical grounds and when he reported for duty he was 
served with a letter dated 3-6-2002 transferring him to 
Mangalore branch. By another letter dated 7-6-2002, he 
was iniormed that his absence from duty from 13-5-2002 to 
J 5-5-2002 has been treated as break in serv ice followed by 
several memos during the said period; that being deeply 
agitated over the treatment meted out to him by the 
management, he tendered his resignation letter dated 
8 -6-2002 but did not receive any communication from the 
management about the acceptance or rejection of his 
resignation. He wrote another letter dated 26-8-2002 to 
accept his resignation and relieve him of his duties but of 
no avail. On the other hand by order dated 24-8-2002, he 
was placed under suspension alleging commission of 
certain misconducts. Thereafter, by letter dated 28-8-2002 
the management informed him that in view of the allegations 
made against him and in view of the pendency of the 
disciplinary action, his resignation was not accepted. Thus 
the management rejected the letter of resignation submitted 
by him; that thereupon, a charge sheet dated 24-9-2002 
was issued to him alleging certain misconducts and he 
denied those charges vide letter dated 19-10-2002. However, 
Domestic Enquiry was held against him in total 
contravention of principles of natural justice under the 
service rules applicable to the bank employees. Then he 
was served with copy of the enquiry findings holding him 
guilty ol ('barge No.l & 3 to which he submitted his 
objections. However, to his utter shock he received the 
letter dated 17-3-2003 signed by the Dy. General Manager 
(Personnel Department) stating that though the charges 
alleged against him were proved in the enquiry, the 
management was not taking any disciplinary action against 
him in view of his resignation and that his resignation letter 
dated 08-06-2002 was accepted from the said date 


[Part II— Set:. 3(ii)j 

retrospectively and relieved him from services w.e.f. 
08-06-2002. He protested against the said letter on the 
ground that his resignation letter earlier could not have 
been acted upon having been spent itself by that lime. 
However, the management rejected his contention vide 
letter dated 17-4-2003 and his appeal to the General Manager 
for his reinstatement in service also came to be rejected 
compelling him to raise an industrial dispute. He contended 
that the action of the management in acting upon the letter 
of resignation dated 8-06-2(X)2 and on 17-3-2(X)3 and thereby 
terminating his services was only unjust, illegal and 
malafide. He contended that when his resignation letter 
dated 8-06-2002 was not accepted by the management and 
disciplinary proceedings were taken against him, his 
services could not have been terminated after concluding 
the disciplinary proceedings that too not acting upon the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges as noted above. He also contended that his 
resignation letter dated 8-06-2002 could not have been acted 
upon with retrospective effect after having conducted the 
enquiry against him till 16-3-2003 as there was employer & 
employee relationship existed between the management 
and him till 17-3-2003. Therefore, the action of the 
management amounts to termination of the services without 
holding any enquiry at all and without following the 
mandatory provisions of ID Act and therefore, is liable to 
be set aside as arbitrary, unjust and illegal and in the result, 
he his entitled to be reinstated in service with full back 
wages, continuity of service and all other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement while 
disputing the fact that it harassed the first party in different 
forms, however, admitted that the first party tendered 
resignation letter dated 8-6-2002 and reminder letter dated 
26-08-2002. It further admitted that the first party was placed 
under suspension pending enquiry vide order dated 
24-08-2002 and was issued a letter dated 28-08-2002 stating 
that in view of the pendency of the disciplinary proceedings, 
his resignation could not be accepted. The management 
then contended that there upon, disciplinary action was 
taken against the first party by issuing a charge sheet. DE 
was conducted and copy of the findings of the enquiry 
officer holding him guilty of the charges was served upon 
the first party. The first party by his reply dated 20-03-2003 
contended that after his resignation disciplinary action 
could not have been taken against him and that on the 
completion of the disciplinary action, his resignation could 
not have been accepted and to that the management by 
letter dated 17-03-2003 informed that his resignation was 
accepted and he was relieved from his services w.e.f. the 
date of his resignation. The management contended that 
by letter dated 28-8-2002, it was just stated that in view of 
the pendency of the disciplinary action his resignation 
was not accepted and infacl, the management did not reject 
his resignation letter and it is after completion of the 
disciplinary proceedings his resignation was accepted and 
he was relieved from duties vide order dated 17-03-2003. 
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Therefore, the above said order is just and valid. The 
management further contended that as per the agreement 
dated 19.4.1985 between the first party and the management 
at the time of confirmation in service, the first party should 
have given 3 months notice before leaving the services by 
way of resignation and there was no condition in the 
agreement that the resignation would be effective only on 
its acceptance by the management. Therefore, it is to be 
understood that the resignation letter would take effect on 
expiry of three months as per the terms of the agreement. 
Management contended that in view of the contention 
taken by the first party that the management has got no 
powers to issue the charge sheet after he submitted his 
resignation letter, now he cannot be allowed to contend 
that the action of the management in accepting his 
resignation is illegal. The management lastly, contended 
that the dispute raised by the first party is not a case of 
termination of service but a case of resignation from service 
and therefore, does not come under the meaning of Section 
2A of the I.D. Act and in the result, he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

4. During the course of trial, the management filed 
affidavit of one Mr. S. Vakasubramanian said to be the 
Chief Officer of the Personnel Department and in his further 
examination chief got marked 5 documents at Ex.Ml to M5. 

5. The first party as a Tebuttal also filed his affidavit 
by way of examination chief and got marked 14 documents 
atF.x.Wl to W14. 

6 . From the pleadings of the parties, and the oral and 
documentary evidence produced by them, the facts 
undisputed are that the first party tendered his resignation 
letter dated 8.06.2002 and by his second letter dated 
26.8.2002 reminded the management about the acceptance 
of the above said letter. It is not in dispute that pending 
acceptance of the above said resignation letter, the 
management placed the first party under suspension 
pending enquiry vide letter dated 24.8.2002 and thereupon, 
by letter dated 28.8.2002 intimated the first party that in 
view of the pendency of the disciplinary action his 
resignation could not be accepted. It is again not in dispute 
that there upon, enquiry proceedings were initiated against 
the first party holding a domestic enquiry and on the 
conclusion of the enquiry, findings were submitted by the 
enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of charge 
No. 1 &3 levelled in the charge sheet. It is undisputed that 
a second show cause notice dated 3.3.2003 was issued to 
the first party by the management along with the copy of 
the enquiry report and the first party gave his reply to the 
said notice saying that after his resignation disciplinary 
action could not have been taken against him and that 
after having taken disciplinary action, the management 
could not have accepted his resignation letter. It is not in 
dispute that the management did not act upon the findings 
of the enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of the 
charges and instead accepted the above said resignation 
letter retrospectively and relieved him from his services. 
Now, therefore, the only question to be considered would 


be whether the management was justified in relieving the 
first party from his duties accepting his resignation letter 
dated 8.6.2002 after conducting a departmental enquiry 
when undisputedly it did not act upon the above said 
resignation letter on the ground that enquiry proceedings 
were pending against the first party. 

7. Learned counsel for the Second Party, vehemently, 
argued that the resignation letter dated 8.06.2002 submitted 
by the first party was pending acceptance, pending 
disciplinary action against him and therefore, there was no 
illegality committed by the management in accepting the 
said resignation letter after concluding the enquiry 
proceedings not taking any action in pursuance to the 
enquiry findings holding him guilty of the charges. He 
submitted that the first party infact reminded the 
management by his letter dated 26.8.2002 to accept his 
resignation letter and acted upon his resignation claiming 
service benefits as per Ex.M3 (Ex.W9) and therefore, he is 
now estopped from contending that his resignation could 
not have been accepted after the conclusion of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

8 . Whereas, learned counsel for the first party argued 
that resignation letter dated 8.06.2002 was no more in 
existence after the management by its letter dated 28.8.2002, 
in no uncertain terms rejected the resignation letter on the 
ground of pendency of disciplinary proceedings. He 
submitted that the management at the most could have 
proceeded against the first party and could have imposed 
any kind of punishment after he was found guilty of the 
charges of misconduct in pursuance to the DE conducted 
against him but could not have accepted the resignation 
letter which spent itself by the time it was accepted. He 
also contended that resignation letter could not have been 
accepted retrospectively as the relationship of employer 
and employee existed all along till, such a resignation letter 
was accepted. In support of his arguments that the 
management was not justified in accepting the above said 
resignation letter either prospectively or retrospectively. 
Learned counsel relied upon the decision of Rajasthan High 
Court reported in 1991 LLR-364- Virendra Chand Vs. The 
Thar Anchalic Gramin Bank and another and a decision 
reported in 1995 III LU (Supp ) Page 852 Gauhati High 
Court.. 

9. After having gone through the records, the tact 
undisputed referred to supra and the principles laid down 
by his Lordship of Rajasthan High Court I find substance 
in the arguments advanced for the first party. His Lordship 
of Rajasthan High Court under the similar facts and 
circumstances of the case at Para 6 of the decision laid 
down the principle as under:— 

“When, the petitioner gave the resignation and the 
same was not accepted for one reason or the other 
then the option of the Bank to accept the resignation 
of the petitioner had come to an end. It was plain and 
simple offer by the petitioner, which if the bank 
wanted could have accepted and relieved the 
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petitioner. But the hank bv consistent 
communications has declined to accept the 
resignation of the petitioner, may be on account of 
the pendency of the disciplinary proceedings or that 
the petitioner did not give sufficient notice. 
Therefore, the offer of the Petitioner to resign from 
service was declined by the bank. Once the 
respondent bank has declined to accept the offer of 
the petitioner to resign from the service of the bank 
the entire chapter of resignation has come to an end. 
It was never the case of the respondent bank that his 
resignation will be accepted after termination of the 
enquiry. The respondent bank has refused to accept 
the offer of the petitioner to accept his resignation 
on account of the pendency of the disciplinary 
proceedings. Once they exercised their option not to 
accept the resignation of the petitioner now it does 
not lie in their mouth to turn back and utilize that 
offer of the petitioner by accepting the resignation 
and terminate the services of the petitioner. This 
action of the respondent bank cannot be 
countenance." 

10. Therefore, from the reading of the aforesaid 
passage of the decision, it becomes crystal clear that when 
the resignation of the first party was not accepted for one 
reason or the other (in the instant case on account of 
pendency of the enquiry proceedings) then the 
management has got no option or right to accept the 
resignation which had come to an end. It was further held 
that once the management has declined to accept the offer 
of the Petitioner (first party in this case) to resign from the 
service of the bank, the entire chapter of the resignation 
has come to an end. His Lordship further held the view that 
when it was not the case of the management that it will 
accept the resignation after termination of the enquiry, then, 
it cannot exercise its option or right to accept the 
resignation after conducting of the enquiry. As could be 
read from the facts and circumstances of the case reported 
in the said decision, they were quite similar to the facts and 
circumstances involved in the instant case. In the present 
case also the management refused to accept the resignation 
letter by writing a letter dated 28-8-2002 on the ground that 
enquiry proceedings were pending against him and there 
was no mention in the said letter that his resignation letter 
will be accepted after the conclusion of the enquiry. The 
contention of the management that as per the agreement 
between the management and the first party 3 months notice 
was necessary for submitting his resignation letter and 
that there was no condition under the said agreement that 
resignation should have been accepted by the management, 
again, would fail to carry much weight as similar contention 
was taken by the management bank in the aforesaid 
decision and was rejected by the HonWe High Court. The 
contention of the management that the first party by the 
above said letter dated 26-8-2002 infact acted upon his 
resignation seeking the service benefits is again of not 
much consequence as long as his resignation as such was 


not accepted by the management. In the aforesaid case 
also the management had taken up the contention that the 
workman had accepted his termination by way ol 
resignation and further approached the bank for giving an 
experience certificate and that was given to him and 
therefore, he cannot challenge termination ol his services. 
His Lordship of Rajasthan High Court also did not accept 
the said contention of the management and it is on the 
same analogy the contention of the management in the 
present case that after having claimed service benefits, the 
first party cannot challenge his resignation or termination 
has to be turned down. Therefore, as laid down in the 
aforesaid decision when once the management exercised 
its option not to accept the resignation of the first party, 
then it did not lie in its mouth to turn back and act upon the 
resignation letter of the first party by accepting the same 
and terminating his services, subsequently. In the result, 
there cannot be any hesitation in the mind of this tribunal 
to hold that termination of the services of the first party by 
accepting his aforesaid resignation letter was bad in law 
and therefore, is liable to be set aside as illegal and void 
abinitio. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid findings 
setting aside his termination order, it goes without saying 
that the first party is entitled to be reinstated in service. 

11. Now coming to the relief of back wages, in order 
to deny the back wages to the first party the primary burden 
was cast upon the management to establish before this 
tribunal that the first party has been gainfully employed 
when was out of the service of the management alter he 
submitted his aforesaid resignation letter. No evidence as 
such has been led by the management on this point much 
less the affidavit of management witness is conspicuously 
silent on this fact. On the other hand the first party in his 
affidavit has stated that he has remained unemployed since 
the date of his termination from the services. 

12. The next question to be considered would be as 
to from which date onwards the first party shall be paid 
back wages. His services were terminated w.c.f. 8.6.2002 
and the present reference is made to this tribunal on 
01.09.2005. The first parly in his claim statement at Para 6 
has stated that when he wrote letter dated 24.3.2003 to the 
management challenging the order accepting his 
resignation, his contention/challenge was rejected by the 
management by letter dated 17.4.2003. He then addressed 
a letter to the General Manager on 16.6.2003 by way of 
appeal and that also came to be rejected and then he raised 
the dispute before the ALC(C) concerned. What prevented 
the first party in raising the dispute immediately after his 
appeal was rejected or within reasonable time has not been 
explained by him either in the claim statement or in the 
affidavit filed by him. Therefore, he cannot be granted any 
back wages between the period from the date his appeal 
was rejected and the date on which the present reference is 
made. In result, I must hold that first party is entitled to full 
back wages from 8.6.2002 till 16.6.2003 and from 01.09.2005 
till the date of his reinstatement. He shall not be entitled to 
any back wages between 17.6.2003 & 01.9.2005, with 
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continuity ol service and other consequential benelits. 

1 ience the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party workman into its service with lull hack wages 
from 8.6.2002 till 16.6.2003 and from 1.9.2005 till the 
date of his reinstatement. He shall not be entitled to 
any back wages in between 17.6.2003 & 01.09.2005 
however, with continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits trom 8.6.2002 till the date of 
his reinstatement. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 6th December 2006) 

A. R. SIDDIQU1, Presiding Officer 

#f##,4 ^SRSRt, 2007 
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[33. #231 X#-l 1017/16/97-3#. 337. (3t. 313.)] 

3#, 7#33 #33 

New Delhi, the 4th January, 2007 

S. 0.138.—Whereas the Central Government having 
been satisfied that the public interest so requires that in 
pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of the clause 
(n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), declared by the Notification of the Government ol 
India in the Ministry of Labour S.O.No 2547 dated 
20-06-2006 the service in the Security Paper Mill, 
Hoshangabad which is covered by item 21 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a public utility service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from the 07th July, 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension ol the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) oi clause (n) ol Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a public utility 
service for the purposes of the said Act, lor a period ol six 
months from the 7th January 2007. 

[F. No. S. 11017/16/97-IR (PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR.Jt. Secy. 
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